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•TO 


THE  RIGHT  HONORABLE 

JOHN  SINGLETON,  BARON  LYNDHURST, 

LORD  HIGH  CHANCELLOR  OF  €REAT  BRITAIN, 

&c.  &c.  &c. 


My  Lord, 

If  it  be  the  legitimate  and  much-esteemed 
privilege  of  profeflsional  attthorship  to  offer  the  pro- 
ductions of  the  pen  as  an  humble  tribute  of  venera- 
tioD  for  official  rank,  how  much  is  the  value  of  this 
privilege  enhanced,  when,  to  the  advantages  of  exalted 
station,  is  added  the  superior  lustre  of  unrivalled  genius 
and  learning.  Such,  my  Lord,  is  the  satisfaction  I 
am  permitted '  to  enjoy,  in  prefixing  your  great  name 
to  this  work. 

It  were  idle  to  attempt  the  enumeration  of  your 
claims  upon  publi^c  respect,  since  1  cannot  but  remem- 
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ber,  that  it  is  the  voice  of  the  entire  Prdfession  over 
which  you  preside,  that  in  your  Lordship  are  united, 
vast  talents,  untiring  assiduity  and  patience,  and 
manners  the  most  dignified  and  engaging, 

9 

ff 

I  am  unwilling,  my  Lord,  to  offend  jpour  delicacy, 
either  by  recounting  the  steps  of  your  progress  towards 
/tirat  sftimmit  ^hich  you  long  since  attained,  or  by 
inquiring  into  the  various  elements  of  the  brilliancy 
which  now  attends  your  occupation  for  the  third  time 
of  the  highest  judicial  station  in  the  realm.  Your 
successful  pursuit  of  whatever  the  distinguished  Pro- 
fession, of  which  you  have  long  been  fadli  princeps^ 
could  give  you,  both  of  honor  and  emolument,  was 
matter  of  surprise  to  none  who  watched  your  early 
career ;  and  your  title  to  each  is  attested  by  the 
unabated  vigor  of  that  intellect,  which,  while  it  smiles 
at  sophistiy,  detects  fraud,  and  which,  laying  bare 
every  artifice,  is  unreservedly  devoted  alike  to  the 
elucidation  of  philosophic  jurisprudence,  and  the 
unravelling  of  technicality  and  detail. 

In  venturing  now  to  lay  before  you,  an  inquiry  into 
a  subject  of  no  mean  importance  in  the  English  Law, 
Md,  especially,  in  that  branch  of  it,  which  enjoya  the 
benefit-  of  your    Lordship's   immediate*    sMperinten- 
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deoce,  1  am  not  without  apprehension  of  much 
inefficiency  and  many  defects.  But  whether  or  not 
this  humble  treatise  shall,  in  any  small  degree,  assist 
the  comprehensioB  of  that  subject,  I  have  the  sati^ac- 
tion  of  acknowledging  with  gratitude,  that  the  failure 
will  not  be  attributable  to  any  unwillingness  on  your 
Lordship*6  part  to  bestow  your  encouragement  upon 
the  bare  eSbrt,  since  it  is,  with  your  kind  permission, 
that  this  volume  is,  with  profound  respect,  dedicated 
to  you  by. 

My  Lord, 

Your  Lordship's  very  humble, 

And  much  obliged  Servant, 

William  D.  Lewis. 

Lincoln* 9  Inn^ 

July  nth,  1843. 
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Although  it  will  readily  be  admitted,  that  in  a 
commercial  country,  the  laws  which  regulate  and 
preserve  the  right  of  free  transmission  of  property  and 
circulation  of  wealth,  are  of  the  highest  importance, 
it  must,  at  the  same  time,  be  conceded,  that  profes* 
sional  writers  have  very  much  overlooked  this  branch 
of  English  jurisprudence ;  so  that,  up  to  the  present 
time,  (with  one  inconsiderable  exception)  our  legal 
literature  has  supplied  no  treatise,  having  for  its 
object,  the  elucidation  of  the  doctrines  of  Perpetuity, 
as  they  affect  the  transfer  and  settlement  of  pro* 
perty  in  England.  Works  on  other  subjects  have, 
indeed,  contained  incidental  allusions  to  this  topic; 
and,  occasionally,  a  single  Section  has  been  devoted 
to  an  inquiry  into  the  effect  and  bearing  of  the  laws 
against  Remoteness,  with  reference  to  the  particular 
matter  under  the  writer*s  consideration.  But  no 
formal  attempt  has  hitherto  been  made  to  give  a 
definite  and  intelligible  outline  of  the  general  system, 
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or  to  explain  and  reconcile  the  various  judicial  deci* 
sions  on  the  Bubject. 

The  writer  of  the  following  pages,  in  endea- 
vouring to  supply  the  deficiency  above  alluded  to, 
confidently  claims  the  indulgence  of  the  Profession, 
on  the  ground  of  an  utter  want  of  that  guidance 
which  previous  treatises  on  the  same  or  any  similar 
subject  would  have  afforded*  He  has  had  to  walk 
alone,  and  to  cut  for  himself  a  path  through  a  con- 
fused and  extensive  mass-  of  Statutes  and  of  cases. 
His  aim  has  been  to  develope  a  general  and  con- 
sistent scheme,  by  which  apparently  conflicting  deci- 
sions may  be  reconciled,  *  and  a  harmonious  com-' 
pleteness  given  to  the  entire  subject.  He  does  not 
flatter  himself,  that  he  has  altogether  succeeded  i 
indeed,  it  would  argue  a  very  imperfect  acquaintance 
with  the  number,  extent,  and  complexity  of  the  topics 
discussed,  and  a  still  more  inadequate  view  of  his  own 
deficiencies,  were  he  to  claim  credit  for  anything 
beyond  an  earnest  desire  to  supply  an  ackoow-^ 
ledged  want  in  our  professional  libraries,  and  a 
laborious  and  unwearied  effort  to  guard  against 
errors,  and  illustrate  the  truth.  Entertaining,  as 
he .  does,  the  most  profound  veneration  for  6ur 
English  real  property  law,  lie  has  bees  anxious  to 
bring  out  the  portion  of  it  on  which  he  has  ventured 
to  treaty  in  all  its  completeness  and  consistency, 
and  to  demonstrate  the  correctness  and  harmony 
of  the  principles,  on  which  both  our  Parliamentary 
enactments  and  our  judicial  decisions  have,  with  but 
few  exceptions,  uniformly  proceeded.     In  aiming  at 
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this  object,  the  author  has  sometimes,  with  mach 
diffidence,  ventured  to  differ  id  opinion  from  some 
writers,  who,  immediately  occupied  with  other  topics, 
have  made  incidental  allusions  to  the  sutject  of  this 
treatise,  and  have  published  dicta  and  sentiments 
thereon,  to  iirhich  he  has  not  been  ablci  at  all 
times,  to  subscribe*  It  is  not,  indeed,  matter  of 
surprise,  that  writers,  however  learned,  who  merely 
glanced,  oceasionaUy  and  for  a. collateral  purpose, 
at  different  portions  of  so  extensive  and  difficult 
a  subject,  should  be  found  inconclusive  in  the,  opi- 
nions which  they  entertained  and  expressed.  It 
has  not  been  without  severe  and  anxious  scrutiny 
of  the  grounds  of  his  own  conclusions,  however, 
that  the  writer  has  in  any  case  dissented  from  those 
of  his  predecessors.  Whether  his  views  are. in  all 
cases  correct,  it  is  not  for  him,  but  for  the  Pro- 
fession, to  decide ;  and,  whilst  he  awaits,  with  some 
trepidation,  the  decision  of  his  judges,  he  derives 
consolation  from  the  assurance,  that  he  has  spared 
neither  time  nor  labor,  in  informing  and  maturing 
his  judgment,  ere  he  ventured  to  gi.ve  publicity  to  his 
views  on  any  branch  of  the  subject* 

If,  in  any  point,  the  writer  nmy  be  allowed  to 
express  an  hope,  that  the  result  of  his  exertions  will  be 
deemed  commendable,  it  is  in  that  of  his  having 
striven  to  raise  the  body  of  law  discussed  in  this  book 
into  a  consistent,  uniform,  and  harmonious  system; 
and  he  ventures  to  believe,  that,  in  following  up  this 
design,  strict  truth  has  in  no  case  been  sacrificed  to  a 
fanciful  symmetry  of  proportions. 
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One  word  as  to  the  plan  of  the  work  : — ^The  author 
has  experienced  the  inconvenience  of  being,  in  this 
respect,  almost  entirely  without  a  precedent.  Hence, 
the  arrangement  and  distribution  of  his  subject,  may^ 
probably,  by  some  critics,  be  thought  crude  and  faulty. 
The  writer  has  taken  up  the  various  topics,  in  the 
order  which,  on  reflection,  seemed  most  convenient 
and  simple;  and  if,  upon  this  point,  he  should  un- 
fortunately differ  with  his  readers,  he  trusts,  that 
the  copious  Table  of  Contents,  at  the  commencement 
of  the  volume,  will  furnish  both  to  practitioners  and 
students,  the  readiest  guidance  to  every  point  embraced 
by  his  work. 

By  some,  perhaps,  the  historical  account  of  the 
origin  and  progress  of  our  present  real  property 
system,  which  occupies  the  first  nine  chapters  of  the 
work,  will  be  excepted  to,  as  containing  nothing  that 
has  not  been  often  and  better  said  by  established 
elementary  writers.  To  novelty,  indeed,  in  this 
summary,  the  writer  makes  no  pretensions:  but  he 
subtiiit^  to  the  candid  reader,  whether  the  discussion 
of  his  subject  would  not  have  been  exposed  to  the 
objection  of  abruptness,  had  not  the  more  minute 
inquiries  of  the  treatise  been  introduced,  by  a  glance 
at  f^e  basis,  character,  and  general  ^^eration  of  our 
laws  of  alienation  and  settlement. 

The  fiill  development  of  the  writer's  plan  required 
him,  in  Chapter  XV.,  to  introduce  a  topic,  the  dis- 
cussion of  which  hc'  would,  otherwise,  have  gladly 
deemed  the  peculiar  province  of  Mr.  Jannan^  as 
well,  because  of  the  researches  upon  it,  to  which  we 
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are  already  so  much  indebted,  as  of  those  promided 
in  the  coocludtng  portion  of  the  Treatise  on  Wills. 
Of  course,  it  was,  with  much  diffidence,  that  the 
writer  ventured  to  trespass  on  ground  pre-occupied 
by  so  distinguished  an  author;  but  he  was  firmly 
convinced,  that  his  book  would  be  left  deficient  in  a 
roost  important  respect,  had  any  motive  induced  him 
to  pass  over  unnoticed  such  a  jsubject, .  how  eiccellent 
soever  the  previous  or  Ibrtheoming  elucidations. 

Of  the  many  valuable  treatises,  from  which  the 
author  has  derived  very  material  assistance  in  the 
composition  of  the  following  pages,  he  cannot  omit  ac- 
knowledging the  greatest  obligations  to  Mr.  Feami^ 
Essay  on  Contingent  Remainders  and  Executory 
Devises;  Mr.  Hargiraadi%  celebrated  argument  in 
the  TheUusmm  CSauses ;  that  Section  of  Mr*  Jai^man^ 
work  on  Wills,  and  of  his  ^ition  of  Mr.  PoweW% 
Essay  on  Devises,- which  treats  of  the  Rule  against 
Perpetuities ;  the  secimd  volume  of  Mr.  Preston's 
Essay  on  Abstracts  of  Title ;  Sir  Edward  Sugden's 
Treatise  of  Powers ;  and  Mr.  Prior's  useful  Treatise 
on  the  construction  of  *' Issue,"  &c. 

The  writer  has  also  been  afforded  valuable  aid 
by  that  portion  of  the  third  Report  of  the  Com- 
fflissbners  appointed  to  inquire  in  the  Law  of  Real 
Property,  relating  to  P^petuities ;  but  he  has  care- 
fully avoided  introdufcing  into  the  body  of  his  work, 
any  discus»on  or  mention  of  the  legislative  enactments 
upon  that  subject  recommended  by  the  Commissioners. 
Those  desirous  of  considering  the  alteration^  suggested, 
will  find  them  in  jbhe  Appendix,  No.  I. 


XIV  PREFACE. 

The  author^s  plan  originally  embraced  the  subject 
of  aocmnulatwn  of  income ;  but  he  has  since  found 
that  topie  so  ably  and  luminously  disposed  of  by 
Mr.  John  F.  Hargrove^  in  the  recent  "  Treatise  on 
the  Thellusson  Act/'  that  he  willingly  relinquishes 
Ifhat  portion  of  his  task. 

These  are  all  the  explanations  which  the  writer 
deems  it  necessary  to  intrude  upon  the  public.  And 
be  now,  therefore,  commends  to  the  candour  and 
indulgence  of  the  Profession,  this  result  of  close 
and  protracted  investigation.  Notwithstanding  all 
his  care"  tod  circumspection,  errors  both  of  sentiment 
and  expression  have,  doubtla^^  crept  into  his  work, 
f^earned  readers  will,  probably,  discover  mistakes 
which  have  eluded  his  own  vigilance,  and  mark 
defects  which  further  study  might  have  supplied. 
But,  those  inadvertencies  allowed  for,  which  scarcely 
any  diligence  would  suffice  altogether  to  exclude, 
the  author  ventures  to  hope,  that,  in  the  work  which 
is  now  submitted  to  the  Profession,  he  will  be  found, 
in  the  main,  correctly  to  have  elucidated  the  im- 
portant branch  of  the  law  tinder  discussion,  and  to 
have  contributed  something,  however  trifling,  towards 
supplying  the  deficiency  so  generally  acknowledged. 

One  reward,  at  least,  the  writer  has  already 
secured  during  the  progress  of  bis  labors, — a  deeper 
and  more  familiar  acquaintance  with  that  venerable 
liody  of  ancient  English  law,  whose  rules  and  prin* 
ciples  he  has  endeavoured  to  develope  and  illustrate ; 
which  has  been  for  many  centuries  the  admiration  of 
the  world  ;   and    which    happily  ^till   continues  to 
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regulate   the    affairs  and  protect  the  interests  of  a 
great  commercial  nation.     To  have  taken  a  nearer 
view  of  such   a  code,   and   to  have  discerned   the 
harmony   and   propriety  of  its  principles  and   pro- 
visions,   more    clearly   than    before,    is,    of    itself, 
abundant  compensation  for  the  time  and  effort  ex- 
pended  on  the  task ;  but  if,  beyond  this,  the  following 
pages  shall  be  found,  in  any  measure,  to  clear  up  the 
obscurities,  explain  the  difficulties,  account  for  the 
anomalies,  or  reconcile  the  apparent  contradictions, 
which  attach,  more  or  less,  to  the  most   perfect  of 
human  institutions, -the  author  must  be  abundantly 
satisfied  with  the  result  of  his  labors. 

To  those  of  his  friends,  who  have  kindly  assisted 
in  the  preparation  of  this  work  for  the  press,  the  author 
desires  to  record  his  gratitude;  while  he  would  also 
express  the  humble  hope,  that  his  exertioiis  liiay  not 
prove  wholly  unworthy  the  attention  thus  bestowed 
upon  them. 

The  writer  originally  contemplated  a  much  more 
copious  Index  than  that  appended  to  the  work  ;  but 
having  found,  that  his  design  had  led  to  the  forma- 
tion of  a  most  extensive  Table  of  Contents,  he  has 
deemed  it  useless  to  supply  an  Index,  embracing 
more  than  the  principal  heads  or  divisons  of  the 
subject, 

LineMs  Inn^ 

Trinity  Vacation,  1843. 
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P.  413,  line  27.— For  anUioritet  rmd  authoritiea. 
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THE  LAW   OF  PERPETUITY. 


INTBODUCTION. 


The  right  of  property,  or  the  right  to  exercise  an  absolute  Tbe  tvlit  of 
oontiol  over  property,  (to  whatever  extent  enjoyed,)  being  ^J^JSiL/the 
the  creatare  of  civil  society,  and  introduced  and  established  ^"^^^i 
by  the  ezif^ncies  and  necessities  of  that  society,  in  opposi-  nty*  must  be 

flQQMCt  to  Miff  11 

tion  to  the  primary  sumestions  of  the  law  of  nature,  (a)  niitrictioiis 

h  i.  .,id».  d,- U- »»»  righu  «»«,««  oa,  or -«.  Sil-SlS: 
ciated  with  the  absolute  right  of  property,  are  and  ever  must  ^J^^ 

be  regulated,  in  all  respects,  by  the  very  same  necessities  theinititatioB. 

whidi  gave  it  birth.    The  right  of  the  heir  by  descent,  the 

pmdiaaer  by  conveyance,  and  the  devisee  by  testament, 

beiDg  alike  the  o£bpring  of  political  necessity,  and  coun- 

tmanoedand  established  for  the  peace  and  welfare  of  society, 

it  is  not  only  proper  but  necessazy,  that  the  exercise  and 

enjojinent  of  those  rights  should  be   subjected  to  such 

^>  MhodoH;  da  Ofte.  Horn,  ot      Lm&e  on  Civ.  Got.  e.  5.— fil  iCom. 
Cim.    iik   1,  cap.  12.  — TItiiu..-      toL  2,c  1. 
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restrictions  as  will  prevent  their  creating  inconveniences 
and  disturbances  even  worse  than  those  intended  to  be 
avoided  by  the  original  departure  from  the  law  of  nature. 
The  right  of  every  landholder,  whether  countless  acres  own 
him  as  their  lord,  or  he  be  proprietor  only  of  a  cottage 
garden,  is  the  creature  of  necessity ;  and  the  exercise  of 
that  riirht  is  properly  subject  to  the  laws  which  the  same 
necessTty.  or^nj  -  varying  times  end  circumstances, 
may  im^  No^in  pi^rtlon  as  civiUzation  advances, 
and,  with  it,  trade  and  commerce,  the  great  fountains  of 
wealth ; — ^in  proportion  also  as  the  exigencies  of  mankind 
increase,  and,  with  them,  an  infinite  variety  of  modifications 
of  the  right  of  property  as  requisite  to  meet  those  exigencies; — 
in  the  very  same  proportion  will  the  necessity  for  the  free 
and  easy  circulation  and  transmission  of  property  be  mani- 
fest If  the  municipal  laws  empower  neither  the  transfer 
of  property  from  one  person  to  another  during  the  lifetime 
of  the  owner,  nor  its  posthumous  alienation,  then  is  its 
value  to  the  commonwealth  small  indeed.  Accordingly, 
by  the  laws  of  all  states,  to  any  considerable  extent  advanced 
in  civilization,  either  the  whole,  or  a  definite  part,  of  the 
share  of  every  recognised  possessor  or  occupier  of  the  soil, 
is  at  his  disposal. 
Theeiercisoof  Nevertheless,  this  jus  dUponendi,  however  surely  giia- 
^^^.^  ranteed  by  the  laws  of  a  country,  would,  in  the  end,  serve 
nMiiner  fmul      little  purpose,  were  it  open  to  an  individual,  either  in  his 

toittfatnre         ...  .  .. 

enioymeiit  lifetime  or  at  his  death,  to  exercise  his  right  of  disposal  in 
H^^.  a  manner  that  would  deprive  the  commonwealth  for  ever, 
d«sired  end.  ^  {q^  ^  i^^g  period  of  time,  of  all  practical  benefit  fix>m  the 
property  in  his  possession.  The  political  necessity  that  con- 
ferred on  the  owners  of  property  the  absolute  right  to  dispose 
of  the  whole  or  a  portion  of  it  at  their  pleasure,  would  then 
forbid  their  exercise  of  that  power,  in  a  manner  fatal  to  its 
enjoyment  in  all  future  time,  or  prejudicial  to  the  general 
interests  of  society.  But  prejudical  the  exercise  of  that 
right,  assuredly,  is,  when  the  property  which  an  individual 
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may  have  amassed  by  sucoessfbl  industry,  or  have  acquired 
by  fortune,  thereby  becomes  (as  it  were)  a  stagnant  posses- 
sioD,  and,  for  all  purposes  of  the  commonwealth,  useless. 
A  miseriy  disposition,  in  this  case,  withdraws  from  free 
ciiCDlation,  and,  therefore,  renders  worse  than  valueless,  pro- 
per^ which,  without  the  protection  of  the  state  and  its 
mnnicipal  laws,  could  not  have  been  obtained,  or,  if  obtained, 
preserved.  ^  Experience,"  says  Sir  fFm*  Blackstone,  "  hath 
shewn  that  property  best  answers  the  purposes  of  civil  life, 
eq^edaUy  in  commercial  countries,  when  its  transfer  and 
eiicalation  are  totally  free  and  unrestrained." 

From  the  simplicity  of  manners  and  laws  of  some  states.  Mixed  charac- 
and  the  backwardness   in  civilization   and  refinement  of  ^^inJif  uid 
others,  the  necessity  of  which  we  have  last  spoken  is  un-  ^¥?!2i 'f'ts 
known.    In  England,  however,  where  the  antiquity  of  our  commanity, 
laws  and  insdtotions  is  exceeded  only  by  their  complexity  display  to 
and  infinite  variety, — ^where  the  trade  and  commerce,  which  ^pj^.^""' 
ibnn  an  integral  part  of  our  national  strength,  demand  a 
power  of  tree  transfer  of  property  fiiom  man  to  man,  co- 
extenave  ^th    his    ever-varying  exigencies, — where   the 
habits  of  an  ancient  and  wealthy  aristocracy  incline  that 
dasB  to  dispose  of  their  property,  in  a  manner  fiivourable  to 
the  inheritors  of  their  dignity,  but  not  to  its  free  interchange 
and  tranaoiissiony — ^in  England  thus   circumstanced,  and 
with  interests  and  classes  so  directly  conflicting,  it  is  reason- 
able to  suppose  that  rules  jealously  protecting  the  firee  circu- 
lation of  property,  at  once  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  of 
the  laws,  and  answering  all  the  necessities  of  a  commercial 
country,  while  they  afford  every  reasonable  facility  for  those 
&iiiily  anttngementB  enjoined  by  the  ties  of  nature,  and  not 
inconsistent  with  the  welfare  of  society ; — ^it  is,  we  repeat, 
reasonable  to  suppose,  that  some  such  rules  should  form  an 
important  feature  in  the  judicial  pohty  of  the  kingdom. 

Nor  can  it  be  matter  of  surprise,  if  in  a  country  such  as  i^  «  oommer- 
this;  where  the  mobiUa,  (including  in  that  term  every  thing  ^liSriSS' 
except  9ohmh  vel  quae  solo  adJuBreni)  form  as  much  a  con-*  ni^  of 
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disponlof 
penonakfof 
equal  import- 
ance wito  that 
of  the  loU  or 
land. 


English  juris- 

prudenco 

supplies  the 

prorisions 

loond  to  be 

antecedently 

probable. 


These  con- 
tained in  the 
rules  against 
perpetuities. 


stitoent  part  of  the  national  wealth,  as  the  immobilia ;  the 
laws  should  be  found  to  evince  as  strict  a  regard  for  the 
unclogged  circulation  and  transfer  of  the  former,  as  the 
general  condition  and  circumstances  of  the  country  lead  us 
to  infer  they  would  entertain  for  the  free  interchange  and 
alienation  of  the  latter. 

And,  accordingly,  on  surveying  the  temple  of  English 
jurisprudence,  we  behold  in  it  a  range  of  columns,  which, 
while  they  impart  symmetry  and  beauty  to  the  whole  build- 
ing, afford  it,  also,  material  support  In  other  words,  the 
Laws  of  Property  in  England  are  nicely  adapted  for  pre- 
serving harmony  between  the  diversified  elements  which 
constitute  the  sources  of  national  prosperity,  at  a  point 
where  they  are  most  liable  to  clash,  by  securing  the  neoes- 
saiy  freedom  of  commerce  in  the  alienation  and  pledge  of 
every  species  of  property,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  proper  and 
reasonable  regard  to  private  and  fiimily  purposes  in  the 
settlement  of  property,  on  the  other. 

These  are  the  important  objects  designed  in  the  branch 
of  English  law,  known  as  the  Rulee  against  Perpetuities  ; — 
rules  which,  while  they  are  efficient  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
serving and  guaranteeing  the  free  circulation  of  property  to 
the  utmost  reasonable  extent,  yet  afford  ample  scope  for 
that  attention  to  personal  and  family  exigencies,  which  it  is 
neither  the  policy  of  the  laws,  nor  the  interest  of  socie^, 
entirely  to  overlook.  In  these  rules,  {»x>bibiting,  as  they 
do^  restrictions  on  the  alienation  or  suspension  of  the  pos- 
session and  enjoyment  of  property  for  more  than  a  fixed 
period  of  time,  we  discover  that  wise  attention  to  the  public 
interest,  ia  its  minutest  concerns,  which  characterises 
England's  judicial  code,  and  will  ever  constitute  its  highest 
praise.  (&} 


(h)  The  author  has  no  intention  to 
impugn  the  maxim,  **</«  mimmit  turn 
twa  ftx.**  The  "MMiMiw,*'  it  is 
eoBceiTed,  refers  to  insinificant  tech- 


nicalities, provision  for  which  is  in- 
consistent with  the  mijesty  of  the  law, 
and  calls  for  more  subtlety  than  ia 
compatible  with  its  general  simplicity. 
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To  the  practical  etBxiencj  of  the  Rules  against  Perpetoi-  Tettimoo^  to 
ties  ID  promoting  the  purposes  designed  in  them,  testimony  ^^^i^^^^!^^l^ 
is  thus  ably  borne  by  the  learned  Mr.  Butler  :  (e)— ^  The  ddigned. 
fimils  within  which  the  EngliA  system  of  the  settlement  of 
property  confines  the  restraints  on  alienation  prevent  the 
sobtnictbn  fiom  commerce  of  an  undue  proportion  of  the 
mdoDal  wealthy  and  leave  as  much  of  it  for  circulation  as 
is  suflhnent  to  answer  the  wants  of  those  who  wish  to  pur- 
chase ;  and  while  a  perpetual  entail  is  avoided,  such  an 
entail  may  be  framed  as  will  effect  all  those  provisions 
which  it  is  consistent  with  the  limited  reach  of  human 
prodeuce  to  design ;  and  when  the  entail  is  disehaiged,  it 
most  frequently  happens  that  the  rights  or  views  of  the 
parties  interested  in  the  property  lead  wholly  or  partially 
to  a  renewal  of  the  entail,  and  thus,  while  individuals  have 
the  means  of  efiecting  reasonable  arrangements,  that  succes- 
sion of  respectable  proprietors  is  preserved,  which  conduces 
so  much  to  public  and  private  happiness.'' 

The  importance  of  an  inquiry  into  the  origin,  progress, 
and  present  state,  of  the  Rules  against  Perpetuities,  being 
thus  ascertained,  it  only  remains  to  observe  that  they  are 
the  subjects  proposed  for  consideration  in  the  following 

We  may  conclude  these  introductory  observations  in  the  Sainmary  of 
words  of  an  el^ant  legal  writer,  who  thus  forcibly  illus-  the  Rules 
trates  the  necessity  for  the  Rules  against  Perpetuities : —       Kmtaties. 

**  The  necessity  of  imposing  some  restraint  on  the  power 
of  protracting  the  acquisition  of  the  absolute  interest  in, 
or  dominion  over  property,  will  be  obvious,  if  we  consider, 
for  a  moment,  what,  would  be  the  state  of  a  community  in 
which  a  considerable  proportion  of  the  land  and  capital  was 
locked  up.  That  finee  and  active  circulation  of  property, 
whidi  is  one  of  the  springs  as  well  as  the  consequences  of 
commerce,  would  be  obstructed ;  the  improvement  of  land 

(c)  Note  to  F.  C.  R.,  p.  668. 
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checked ;  its  acquisition  rendered  difiScult ;  the  capital  of 
the  country  gradually  withdrawn  finom  trade ;  and  the  in- 
oentives  to  exertion  in  eveiy  branch  of  industty  diminished. 
Indeed,  such  a  state  of  things  would  be  utterly  inconsistent 
with  national  prosperity ;  and  these  restrictions,  which  were 
intended  by  the  donors  to  guard  the  objects  of  their  bounty 
against  the  effects  of  their  own  improvidence,  or  originated 
in  more  exceptionable  motives,  woul4  be  baneful  to  alL**  (d) 

(tf)  1  Jarm.  WUl8,219,  220. 


CHAPTER  L 

A  PRELIMINART  INQUIRY  INTO  THE  CHARACTERISTIC  FBATUBSS 
OF  THE  ENGLISH  SYSTEM  OF  DISPOSAL  OF  REAL  PROPERTY^ 
AS  TO  ITS  TRANSBOSSION  RY  DESCENT,  ALIENATION,  AND 
8BTTLEMKNT. 

It  does  not  seem  wholly  foreign  to  the  puqpose  of  an 
essay  devoted  to  the  consideration  of  that  branch  of  English 
jurisprudence  which  secures  the  free  circulation  of  the 
landed  property  of  the  realm,  to  prefiu^  our  more  minute 
ioqniries  into  the  history  and  progress  of  the  law  of  settle- 
ment, (introductory  to  our  main  subject,)  by  a  few  remarks 
upon  the  general  character  and  distinguishing  features  of 
those  rights  in  and  powers  over  the  soil  or  real  property 
of  the  kingdom,  which  are  guaranteed  by  the  laws,  scripia 
et  imcfipUx* 

Sir   Wm.  Blacisione  has  observed,  that  our  lands  are  EngliihUw 
either  plainly  feods,  or  partake  very  strongly  of  the  feodal  ^^j^^^^Sa^^ 
nature  ;  and  concerning  the  feodal  system  he  has  remarked,  p<«gnated  with 
that  it  is   impossible  to  understand  with  any  degree  of  of  the  feodal 
accuracy  either  the  civil  constitution  of  this  kingdom,  or  •^^■^' 
the  laws  which  regulate  its  landed  property,  without  some 
general  acquaintance  with  the  nature  and  doctrine  of  feods, 
or  the  feodal  law.     And  certain  it  is,  that  English  juris- 
prudence affords  very  many  monuments  and  traces  of  that 
vast  political  system,  in  which  the  greater  part  of  the 
Western  world  was,  (as  it  were,)  bound  up,  for  centuries 
after  the  wreck  of  the  Roman  Empire ;  a  system  which, 
thoc^h  originally  introduced  by  wandering  barbarians,  was 
as  profound  in  policy,  as  it  has  proved  to  be  extensive  in 
results. 
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Glance  It  the  Concerning  the  origin  and  progress  of  this  system,  it 
'^^^J^^^  can  be  necessary  here  to  say  but  little.  That  it  was  in- 
feodal  sjntem.    trodooed  soon  after  the  final  extinction  of  the  Roman 

Empire  in  Europe,  by  the  different  nations  who  aided  in 
its  overthrow,  is  well  known.  That  it  originated  in  the 
seizure  by  conquering  hordes  of  whatever  they  desired  of 
the  property  of  the  conquered,  in  the  general  allotment 
of  that  property  among  the  superior  officers  of  the  armies, 
and  the  subdivision  of  it,  by  these  latter,  among  their 
inferiors,  is  also  a  iact  historically  ascertained.  As  for 
the  rest,  let  Sir  Wm,  Blackstone  speak: — ^'Allotments 
thus  acquired  naturally  engaged  such  as  accepted  them  to 
defend  them,  aiid  as  they  all  sprang  firom  the  same  right 
of  conquest,  no  part  could  subsist  independent  of  the 
whole ;  wherefore  all  givers  as  well  as  receivers  were 
mutually  bound  to  defend  each  other's  possessions.  But 
as  that  could  not  efiectually  be  done  in  a  tumultous  ir- 
regular way,  government,  and  to  that  end  subordination, 
was  necessary.  Every  receiver  of  lands  or  feodatory  was, 
therefore,  bound,  when  called  upon  by  his  benefector  or 
immediate  lord  of  his  feod  or  fee,  to  do  all  in  his  power 
to  defend  him.  Such  benefactor  or  lord  was  Ukewise 
subordinate  to  and  under  the  command  of  his  immediate 
bene&ctor  or  superior;  and  so  likewise  to  the  prince  or 
general  himself:  and  the  several  lords  were  also  severally 
bound  in  their  respective  gradations,  to  protect  the  posseen 
sions  they  had  pven.  Thus  the  feodal  connection  was 
established ;  a  proper  military  subjection  was  naturally 
introduced,  and  an  army  of  feodatories  was  always  ready 
enlisted,  and  mutually  prepared  to  muster,  not  only  in 
defence  of  each  man's  own  several  property,  but  also  in 
defence  of  the  whole  and  of  every  part  of  this  their  newly 
acquired  country ;  the  prudence  of  which  constitudon  was 
soon  sufficiently  visible  in  the  strength  and  spirit  with 
which  they  maintained  their  conquests." 
Diftinguidiing       The  distinctive  marks  of  this  feodalism,  were,  first,  the 
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destmctioQ  of  allodial  proper^,  and  the  creation  in  its  dianeterittloi 
stead,  of  a  system  of  ietmre,  the  sovereign  or  first  lord  in  reUtkm  to 
being  eotided  to  die  direct  dominion  of  the  land,  whfle  ^j^l^^"^ 
the  tenant  or  Taasal  was  invested  with  the  dominium  utile  ;  "*^]||JVf  ^ 
seooodly,  that  immofveable  or  real  property  only  was  ad-  wSu^onned 
nutted  to  be  held  in  feodali^,  or,  in  other  words,  to  be  ^f  ^^  l^^  ^ 
tbe  sobstance  of  a  fief;  thirdly,  that  the  rektion  between  ^J,^^^^'' 
the  diief  and  his  vassals  was  purely  of  a  miUtaiy  nature,  uaA  feodittory. 
and  was  territorial^  and  not  considered  to  arise  from  the 
allegiance  due  firom  a  subject  to  a  sovereign,  but  from  an 
implied  obligation  supposed  to  be  annexed  to  the  tenure 
ofthefte. 


An  impcMtant  incident,  also,  of  this  tenure,  was,  that  as  F«odd  oUi- 
the  feodal  obligation  was  looked  upon  as  reciprocal,  the  SM^lord 
lord  ODold  not  alien  or  transfer  his  seignioiy  without  the  ^^^^^2^^ 
consent  of  his  vassal  or  tenant ;  nor  the  vassal,  his  feod,  without  mtttual 

OODSODt* 

witboot  the  license  of  his  lord :  it  being  equally  unreason- 
able that  the  lord  should  extend  his  protection  to  a  person  to 
whom  he  had  exceptions,  and  that  the  vassal  should  own 
objection  to  a  superior  not  of  his  own  choosing.  The 
leriprocal  obligations  arising  from  this  relation  were,  on 
tbe  part  of  the  lord,  the  obligation  of  defending  the  title  of 
his  tenant,  or,  technically  speaking,  of  warranty,  and  when 
8d>infeodation  was  introduced,  the  further  duty  of  acquittal, 
that  is»  of  keeping  the  tenant  free  from  molestation  in 
leipect  of  the  services  due  to  the  lords  paramount ;  and, 
on  the  part  of  the  tenant,  the  obligation  of  giving  his  lord 
his  military  assistance  and  services  in  defence  of  the  feod, 
when  necessary. 

Respecdng  the  time  and  manner  of  the  introduction  of  Time  and 
this  complex  system  of  feodality  into  England,  it  may  traduction  of 
suffice  to  observe  that,  if  not  introduced,  it  was  matured  ^^{^  ^^ 
and  finally  established  among  us,  by  William  the  First 
and  the  Norman  barons  who  shared  and  assisted  in  the 
Conquest,  by  the  middle  of  the  .reig^  of  that  prince ;  but 
that  it  was  not  imposed  by   the  Conqueror,  but  rather 


10  A   PRELIMINARY   INQUIRT,  &C.  [CUAP.  I. 

natioDally  and  freely  adopted  by  the  magnates  and  repre- 
sentatives  of  the  reahn,  in  the  same  manner  as  other 
nations  of  Europe  had  adopted  it,  upon  the  principle  of 
self-security. 
Gradtttlde-  It  does  not  appertain  to  our  present  purpose  to  com- 

terioretion  .         .  r  r     r 

of  feods.  mence  an  inquiry  into  the  mode  of  infeodation  by  corporal 

investiture,  or  of  the  jurametUum  fdeUtatU  entered  into  by 
the  vassal  or  tenant,  or  of  the  honMyium  done  by  the  tenant 
upon  his  investiture,  or  of  the  different  kinds  of  services 
and  suits  to  be  rendered  and  done  by  the  feodatory,  in 
consideration  of  and  as  a  return  for  his  feod.     Nor  does  it 
come  within  the  scope  of  these  preliminary  remarks  to 
inquire   into   the  gradual  progress  of  feods,  (from  being 
mere  precarious  holdings  at  the  toiU  of  the  lord,  guided  by 
his  view  of  the  manner  in  which  the  vassal  performed  his 
services,)  to  their  eventual  state  of  nf&fton^to/ tnAmtoncer 
descendible   to  the  issue    and  collateral  kindred  of  the 
feodatoiy.     Nor  do  we  intend  to  speak  of  the  long  train  of 
burdensome  and  grievous  imposts  which  attended  the  fiill 
establishment  of  the  feodal  system — a  firuitful  prc^ny  of 
aids,  reliefs,  primernseisins,  wardships,  marriages,  fines  for 
alienation,  and  escheats,  rendering  that  a  complicated  and 
extensive  slavery  of  tenure,  which,  (as  Sir  Wm.  Blaclutone 
says)  in  its  primitive  simplicity,  was  a  plan  of  liberty  equally 
beneficial  to  both  lord  and  tenant,  and  prudently  calculated 
for  their  mutual  protection  and  defence.    Nor  need  par- 
ticular mention  be  made  of  that  system  of  MctUage9  or 
escuages,  by  which  the  personal  attendance  and  services  of 
the  feodatories  were  firequently  commuted  for  pecuniary 
assessments,  and  through  which  all  the  advantages,  promised 
or  real,  of  the  feodal  constitution,  were  destroyed,  and 
nothing  but  the  hardships  remained.      It  may  be  well^ 
however,  to  describe,  in  the  forcible  language  of  the  au- 
thority above  referred  to,  the  effects  of  the  degenerating 
influences    introduced    into    the   working    of  feodaUsm : 
**  Instead  of  forming  a  national  militia  cooqposed  of  barons. 
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buf^ts  and  gentlemen,  bouDd  by  th^  interest,  their 
ho&or,  and  their  oaths,  to  defend  their  king  and  coontry, 
the  whole  of  tins  system  of  tenures  now  tended  to  nothing 
ebe  bat  a  wretched  means  of  raising  money  to  pay  an  army 
ofoccauonal  mercenaries.  In  the  meantime,  the  ftmilies 
of  all  GOT  nobility  and  gentry  groaned  under  the  intolerable 
burthens,  whi<^  (in  consequence  of  the  fiction  adopted 
after  the  Conquest)  were  introduced  and  laid  upon  them 
by  the  subtleQr  and  finesse  of  the  Norman  lawyers.  For 
besides  the  scutages  to  which  they  were  liable  in  default 
of  personal  attendance,  which  were  however  assessed  by 
themselves  in  Parliament,  they  might  be  called  upon  by 
the  king  or  lord  paramount  for  aiif,  whenever  his  eldest 
son  was  to  be  knighted,  or  his  eldest  daughter  married: 
not  to  fbiget  the  ransom  of  his  own  person.  The  heir,  on 
the  death  of  his  ancestor,  if  of  fiiU  age,  was  plundered  of 
the  fiiBt  emoluments  arising  from  his  inheritance  by  way  of 
relief  aaad  prhner-seitifh  and  if  under  age,  of  the  whole  of 
hb  estate  during  in&ncy.  And  when  he  came  to  his  own 
after  he  was  out  of  wardihipy  his  woods  decayed,  houses 
fidlen  down,  stock  wasted  and  gone,  land  let  forth  and 
pkm^bed  to  be  barren,  to  reduce  him  still  further,  he  was 
yet  to  pay  half  sryear's  profits  as  a  fine  for  suing  out  his 
litery  :  and  abo  the  price  or  value  of  his  nuirriage,  if  he 
refiised  such  wife  as  his  lord  and  guardian  had  bartered  for 
and  imposed  upon  him ;  or  twice  that  value  if  he  married 
another  woman.  Add  to  this,  the  untimely  and  expensive 
honor  of  ibif^UAooc^  to  ioake  his  poverty  more  completely 
splendid  And  when  by  these  deductions,  his  fortune  was 
9o  flhattered  and  ruined,  that  perhaps  he  was  obliged  to  sell 
his  patrimony,  he  had  not  ieven  that  poor  privilege  allowed 
him,  without  paying  an  exorbitant  fine  for  a  license  of 
alienaUon.^ 

Hie  chief  p<»nts  in  connection  with  which  it  is  desired  Branches  of 
to  call  attention  to  the  genius  of  the  feodal  system,  are  matesT'^ 
those  of  the  alienaiion,  and  the  inheritance  and  succession  ^"^^^^""^  "^ 
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Englith  lyttem  of  feodtf  88  being  the  particular  branches  of  feodal  juris- 
ptnj.  prudence,  which  have  intermingled  themselves  most  in- 

timately with  our  laws;  and  have  contributed  more  than 
4iny  thing  else  to  the  formation  of  the  English  law  and 
system  of  real  property,  and  impressed  it  with  their  own 
distinctive  features. 
1.  The  tliena.      1*  ^^  ^ui^^  s^en  that  upon  strict  feodal  principles,  feods 
tioQoff«odfl.     ^^^  inalienable  without  the  license  of  the  lord.    In  ad*- 

didon  to  this  clog  upon  alienation,  there  was  the  further 

requiate  of  obtiuning  the  concurrence  of  the  proximate 

lineal  hieir,  without  which  he  could  not  be  eflRsctually 

deprived  of  the  inheritance. 

Gndnal  re-  This  feodd  Strictness  was  first  relaxed  by  a  law  of  King 

^^^     Henry  the   Finrt,   aUowing  .  num  to  seU  and  dinpoee 

neti  in  this        of  lands  which  he  himself  had  purchased  or  acquired,  pro- 

^^  vided  he  did  not  wholly  dudnherit  his  children ;  and  so  fiu% 

therefore,  the  feodal  pre-requisites  of  a  license  of  alienation, 
and  the  consent  of  the  eldest  son,  were  abolished.  It  does 
not  seem,  however,  that  this  law  removed  the  ancient  dis- 
ability as  respects  the  alienation  of  feods  descended  to  the 
feodatory  from  his  anceston,  although  the  words  of  the 
statute  may  well  enough  be  confined  to  a  saving  of  the 
rights  of  thie  issue.  From  Glarmtte  (a  writer  in  the  reign 
of  Heniy  the  Second),  it  would  appear  that  the  power  of 
disposing  of  lands  was  afterwards,  in  some  way  or  other, 
considerably  enlaxged,  and  a  right  of  alienation  seems  to 
have  been  in  his  time  exerdsed  over  all  lands  which  a 
person  had  himself  aequiredi  provided  they  had  been  con- 
veyed to  him  and  his  assigns,  and  also  over  one-fourth  of 
all  lands  descended^  without  the  consent  of  the  heir. 
Of  die  mode  of  ^^^  notwithstanding  the  disabilities  under  which  feoda- 
*^  hw!!^^^      tories  were  placed,  in  respect  of  the  alienation  of  their  lands, 

feods  were  ever  susceptible  of  a  particular  mode  of  transfer, 
called  subinfeodation,  by  means  of  which  a  new  fief  was 
created  by  the  feodatoiy,  who  thereby  became  a  meone  or 
middle  lord,  in  respect  of  the  vassals  or  tenants  who  held 
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uoder  llie  mbinieodation.    To  this  subinfeodation  neither 
ibe  Ecenae  of  the  superior  lord  nor  the  consent  of  the  heir 
of  the  ieodatory  was  necessary ;  but  it  did  not  destroy  the 
lelilion  between  the  lord  and  his  tenant,  or  deprive  the 
farmer  of  the  right  to  those  soits  and  services  reserved  to 
him  on  the  original  creation  of  the  feod.     This  power  of 
don  was  so  fiur  limited,  however,  that  the  feodatory 
to  leave  sofBcient  of  the  feod  to  enable  him  to  answer 
the  services  doe  to  his  lonL     This  indirect  power  of  aliens- 
tioo  was  again  exercised  by  the  sdbfeodatories,  who  carved, 
oat  of  their  fieft  still  more  minute  estates,  to  be  held  of 
themselves  as  inferior  lords.    To  such  an  extent  was  this 
practice  of  sabinfeodation  carried,  that  the  lords  paramount 
began  to  perceive  that  it  wasthe  occasion  of  the  loss  to  them 
of  many  of  their  feodal  profits,  by  reason'as  well  of  their 
somelii^eB  fiilling  into  the  hands  of  the  mesne  lords,  as  of 
these  being  less  able  to  render  the  military  and  other  services 
doe  from  them  to  their  superiors.     More  certainly,  there-  Restrictions 
fare,  to  fix  the  limits  imposed  by  the  common  law,  it  was  ^S^^^^^ 
provided  by  an  article  of  Magna  Charta^  (9  Hen.  3,  c  32,)  ^^"^^^ 
that  no  sobinfeodation  of  part  of  the  feod  should  be  made, 
onlesB  snflicient  was  left  to  answer  the  services  due  to  the 
snpeiior  kxds ;  which  suflSciency ,  says  Sir  Wm.  JBlackitone, 
was  probably  intcipieted  to  be  one-half  or  moiety  of  the  ; 

land.  This  power  of  subinfeodation,  however,  does  not 
appear  to  have  extended  to  tenants  in  eapUe,  or  those  who 
held  immediately  of  the  king ;  in  respect  of  whom  nothing 
leaa  than  the  whole  was  thought  sufficient  to  answer  the 


Thos  stood  the  feodatory's  power  of  alienation  until  the  Power  oTsub. 

I8tfa  year  of  Edward  the  first,  in  which  the  famous  statute  j^l^l^^ttd 

of  Xiuia  mnpioret  terrarum  was  enacted.     This  statute,  geoerml  lowers 

(18  Edw.  1,  sL  1,  c.  1,)  at  once  abolished  the  feodal  liberty  confemd  bj 

of  aobin&odation,  and,  instead  of  it,  confened  a  genend  ^^^* 
power  of  alienation  of  all  lands  held  in  fee  simple,  except 
those  of  the  king^s  tenants  in  capite,  without  any  license  by 
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the  lord,  or  consent  by  the  heir.  Its  words  are  ir^Quod  de 
cetera  Uceat  unicuique  Ubero  homini  terras  suae  seu  tene^ 
menta  sua,  seu  partem  inde  <id  voluntatem  suam  vendere. 
Ita  tamen  quod  feoffaius  teneat  terram  iUam  seu  tenetnenr 
turn  illud,  de  capitaU  domino  feodi  illius,  per  eadem  servitia 
et  eonsuetudines  quee  feoffator  suus  ilia  prius  tenuiU  The 
king  not  being  particularly  named,  the  tenants  in  capite 
were  held  to  be  out  of  the  statute ;  but  the  restraints  on 
alienation  by  them  were,  in  a  great  degree,  removed  by  the 
joint  effect  of  the  statute  De  Prerogativd  Regis,  17  Edw.  2, 
c  6,  and  the  statute  1  Edw.  3,  c.  12,  whereby  tenants  in 
capite  were  permitted  to  alien,  upon  payment  of  a  fine  to 
the  king.  And,  eventually,  these  fines  for  alienation,  the 
last  remnants  of  the  barbarous  restrictions  or  impositions  with 
which  feodalism  had  been  overlaid,  were  swept  away  in  the 
reign  of  Charles  2,  together  with  eveiy  other  outward  badge 
of  that  military  system.  The  statute  which  effected  this 
salutary  change  was  the  12  Charles  2,  c.  24. 

Our  attention  has  hitherto  been  confined  to  the  power  of 
alienation  in  the  lifetime  of  the  feodatory  which  obtained 
under  the  feodal  system,  and  its  gradual  disencumbrance 
firom  the  shackles  which  that  system  imposed  upon  it.  It 
will  be  proper  now  to  consider  the  subject  of  testamentary 
alienation,  in  connection  with  the  influence  of  feodal  prin- 
ciples. Sir  fFm.  Blackstone  well  observes  that,  though  the 
feodal  restraint  on  alienation  by  deed  vanished  very  early, 
yet  this  on  wills  continued  for  some  centuries  after,  and 
that,  owing  to  the  want  of  that  notoriety  and  public  desig- 
nation of  the  successor,  which  in  descents  is  apparent  to  the 
neighbourhood,  and  which  the  simplicity  of  the  common 
law  always  required  in  every  transfer  and  acquisition  of 
property.  It  seems  sufficiently  plain  that  the  restraint  upon 
the  power  of  devising  was  a  consequence  of  the  introduction 
of  the  feodal  system ;  that  right  having  been  clearly  in  use 
among  our  Saxon  ancestors.  It  is  also  to  be  ascribed  to  the 
same  policy  which  dictated  the  feodal  doctrine  of  non-alienar 
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tioQ  in  the  feodatory's  lifetime  without  the  consent  of  the 
kriL  Some,  indeed,  says  the  above  learned  judge,  have 
queBdoned  wbether  thb  restraint  was  not  founded  upon 
truer  principles  of  policy,  than  the  power  of  wantonly  dis- 
mhenUDg  the  heir  by  will,  and  transferring  the  estate, 
tfanmgb  the  dotage  or  caprice  of  the  ancestor,  from  those  of 
hb  blood  to  mere  strangers.  For  this,  it  is  alleged,  main- 
(lined  the  balance  of  property,  and  prevented  one  man  from 
growing  too  big  or  powerfril  for  his  neighbours;  since  it 
larely  happens  that  the  same  man  is  heir  to  many  others, 
thoogh  by  art  and  management  he  may  frequently  become 
their  devisee. 
But  notwithstanding  the  feodal  restrictions  upon  testa-  The  power 

<!•..  ^t  n    t     •  '  •1    sometimes  ex- 

mentaiy   auenation,  the  power  of  devising  was  exercised  ercised  by 
oTcr  lands  in  some   particular  places,  such  as  cities  and  overtorro«*of 
boroi^hay  in  which  by  special  custom  Saxon  immunities  y^^^- 
were    still  preserved.      A  testamentary  power  was  also 
allowed  to  be  exercised  over  terms  for  years  and  other 
chattel  interests  in  land,  which,  on  accoimt  of  their  original 
imbecility  and  insignificance,  were  regarded  as  pure  per- 
aonal^,  and,  as  such,  were  ever  disposable  by  will. 

The  statute  of  Quia  emptores  which  removed  the  restric-  Probibition  of 
tiiODS  opon  alienations  inter  vivos,  not  only  had  not  the  like  wHb\b?of  ^ 
eflfect  in  regard  to  testamentary  alienation,  but  seems  not  ^li«p>^)on 
even  to  have  contemplated  it,  for  the  Latin  term  used  in 
that  atatnte  does  not  convey  the  meaning  of  give  or  dispose 
of,  generaDy,  but  the  more  confined  signification  oiselL 

The  first  inroad  upon  feodal  restrictions  on  this  head  was  Effect  of  the 
eSected  by  artifice.    It  was  one  of  the  multifarious  conse-  ^^'^Inlu.^ 
qnences  of  the  introduction  of  the  insenious  doctrine  of  *^°fir  *  testa. 

*        •  ^  ^       ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  mentary  power 

Uses,  (a  more  particular  explication  of  which  will  be  given  cootrary  to  the 
in  its  proper  place,)  to  render  the  interest  of  cestui  que  use.  Common  law. 
or  the  party  beneficially  entided,  deviseable,  and  thus,  in 
eflect  and  reality,  to  establish  a  power  which  was  theoreti- 
cally denied.     The  same  ingenuity  which  led  to  the  inven- 
tion of  Uses  also  tanght  the  ecclesiastical  chancellors  and 
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But  it  did  not 


judges  of  the  time  to  afford  scope  for  that  pious  liberality, 
which,  as  it  has  been  happily  expressed,  abounds  most,  when 
men  can  enjoy  their  possessions  no  longer.    The  mitred 

m 

ministers  of  the  law  knew  well  how  fiist  the  wealth  of  the 
Church  would  flow  in  through  the  spacious  door  of  devise, 
assisted  by  their  own  sedulous  inculcation  of  the  duty  of 
bribing  Heaven  by  a  posthumous  liberality.  Most  successful 
was  their  operation  upon  the  superstitious  fears  of  the  timid ; 
and  the  results  of  their  skill  gave  a  new  reading  to  the 
aphorism,  ''  Charity  blesses  him  that  gives  and  him  that 
takes."  The  Chanceiy,  therefore,  found  no  difficulty  in 
regarding  the  will  of  a  person  entitled  to  the  use  or  bene* 
ficial  interest  of  land,  as  amounting  to  a  declaraiion  of  uge, 
and  by  this  sophistiy  evaded  the  Common  law  prohibition 
against  testamentary  alienation  of  real  estates. 

The  privilege  thus  surreptitiously  gained,  was  doomed  to 
be  annihilated  by  the  fiur  fiuned  Statute  of  Uses,  (also 
hereafter  more  particularly  noticed),  which,  by  annexing 
a  Common  law  seisin  to  the  use,  virtually  destroyed  all 
those  immunities  from  Common  law  restrictions  which 
attached  themselves  directly,  or  by  consequence,  to  that 
creature  of  subtlety.  Indeed,  the  *^  disherison  of  heirs  by 
means  of  last  wills  and  testaments,"  was  one  of  the  ''subtle 
inventions  and  practices  "  which  it  was  the  express  otgect 
of  this  statute  to  remove. 

The  convulmon  occasioned  by  this  constructive  operation 
of  the  Statute  of  Uses,  and  the  bent  of  the  times  (which 
gready  fiivored  the  free  alienation  of  propertir),  procured  the 
statute  of  32  Hen.  8,  c.  1,  explained  and  extended  by  that  of 
34  Hen.  8,  c.  5 ;  by  which  the  power  of  testamentary  disposi- 
tion of  real  estate  was  for  the  first  time  since  the  introduction 
of  the  feodal  system  into  England,  allowed  by  the  law  of  the 
land;  subject  nevertheless  to  a  restriction  as  to  one-third  of 
lands  held  in  chivalry,  which,  by  the  abolition  of  militaiy 
services  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the  Second,  ceased  to  exist. 

The  operation  of  these  statutes  did  not  extend  to  lands 
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of  eopykotd  tenure  ;  but,  over  these  lands,  a  testamentaiy  extend  to 
power  was  always  indirectly  exercised,  through  the  medium  ^^^ 
of  mrrenderM   to   the  use  of  wilb;  the  wilb  operating  as 
deelaraiionM  of  the  uses  of  the  surrenders.     The  necessity 
far  these  sarreiiderB  has  also  been  recently  abolished ;  and 
copyhold  lands  have  been  rendered  directly  devisable ;  with  TlutiettrictioB 
which  extension  of  the  power  of  testamentary  disposition^  ^^'^  **" 
all  limits  to  its  exercise  (so  far  as  respects  the  subjectr 
matter  of  devise)  have  been  removed. 

Not,  however,  with  the  external  marks  or  sembUnces  of 
the  feodal  system,  terminated  its  influence  upon  or  con- 
nection with  the  judicial  polity  of  England,  as  respects 
the  ahenstion  and  transfer  of  real  estate.      Among  its  Some  of  the 
immediate  tangible  products,  is  to  be  found  a  rule  of  vital  e^!^^f  feodal 
practical  importance  in  eveiy  disposition  of  freehold  pro-  Kl"f*^^  rf"**^" 
perty,  which  is  maintained  with  a  strict  inflexibility,  worthy 
of  a  feodal  off-shoot.     This  is  the  well-known  doctrine  of 
law,  that  freehold  corporeal  interests  cannot  be  created  to 
commence  in  futuro;  the  original  foundation  fi>r  which 
was,  the  necessity  that  the  inheritance  should  always  be 
Ihll  and  presently  represented  by  a  tenant,  against  whom 
the  lord  might  come  for  his  rents^  suits,  and  services. 
Another  proper  result  of  feodalism  in  connection  with  the 
transfer  of  freehold  property,  was  the  general  (or  even,  at 
fint,  universal)  mode  of  alienation  by  livery  of  seisin,  or 
corporal  investiture  of  the  land,  in  an  open  and  public 
manner.     This  served  a  double  purpose;  the  information 
of  the  lord  as  to  who  was  responsible  for  the  feodal  fruits 
of  tenure,  and  the  apprising  persons,  by  the    notorious 
change  of  ownership,  against  whom  their  writs  were  to 
be  brought.     It  is  true,  this  mode  of  alienation  is  now 
addom  resorted  to;  but  the  absolute  necessity  for  livery 
of  seisin  to  the  vaUdity  of  a  feoffment,  and  the  superior 
ibfce  of  that  assurance  to  all  others,  when  so  accompanied, 
nnder  Has  product  of  the  feodal  system  of  more  than  his^ 
iMJcai  or  theoretical  importance.     A  further  consequence 

c  ^ 
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of  feodal  principles  was  for  some  time  exemplified  in  the 
constant  practice  of  attornment  by  tenants,  on  a  transfer 
of  the  reversion  to  which  their  rents  and  services  were 
incident;  a  practice  since  rendered  unnecessaiy  through 
l^;islative  interposition.  The  necessity  for  words  of  limi- 
tation in  conveyances  at  common  law  may,  likewise,  be 
considered  to  have  originated  under  feodal  auspices;  the 
presumption,  apart  from  positive  law,  being,  that  a  simple 
declaration  of  intention  to  change  the  ownership  in  pro- 
perty should  pass  the  whole  interest  in  that  property ;  and 
feods  not  having  been  originally  descendible,  but  having 
become  so  only  by  express  gift  contained  in  appended 
words  of  inheritance. 
UniverMl  rale  Thus  much  for  the  alienation  of  feods.  We  may  here, 
feodah^'  however,  remark  as  respects  the  possession  of  real  estate, 

and  the  rights  and  liabilities  consequent  upon  it,  that 
the  first  and  foremost  principle  of  feodalism  is  the  basis 
of  the  whole  superstructure  of  the  English  law  of  real 
property  at  this  hour,  as  certainly  as  when  it  was  first 
imported  by  the  Conqueror  and  his  Norman  barony 
or  their  predecessors  in  the  establishment  of  feodalism: 
the  principle,  that  is,  that  the  monarch  is  the  original 
proprietor  of  all  the  lands  in  the  kingdom ;  and  that 
they  are,  therefore,  held  either  mediately  or  immediately 
of  the  Crown.  To  the  force  and  operation  of  this  rule 
of  tenure,  our  doctrine  of  escheat  (to  mention  but  one 
instance)  bears  practical  attestation. 
2.  Of  the  2.  We  now  pass  on  to  consider  our  rules  of  inheritance 

ritance  and  ~  ^^  succession^  and  our  canons  of  descent,  which  (notwith- 
J"®*^^"J^"  standing  their  mutilation  in  many  respects  by  modern  and 
Uw.  ill-digested  enactments)  are  living  witnesses  to  the  genius 

and  fimdamental  principles  of  a  system,  which  the  inde- 
pendence and  conceit  of  new-bom  theories  have  been  apt 
to  stigmatize  as  altogether  rude  and  uncivilized.  Nor  do 
they  bear  witness  to  the  system  or  its  principles  alone,  but 
testify  also  of  its  wisdom,  and  its  suitableness  no  less  to  the 
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pcDrpoaes  of  a  commercial  commonwealth^  than  to  the  union 

and  defence  of  a  military  people.  To  form  a  clear  conception 

oC  the  extend  to  which  the  maxims  and  principles  of  the 

feodd  law^  in  the  regaktion  of  the  rights  of  property  have 

contributed  to  the  form  and  pressure  of  our  own,  it  will 

only  be  neoeasary  to  bear  in  mind  the  striking  contrast 

presented  by  the   former  to  the  doctrines  and  rules  of 

inhnitance  and  succession  of  the  Roman  or  ciril  law ;  that 

law  being  the  only  other  distinct  and  systematic  body  of 

juri^yrudence   up<m   the  subject  (if  we  except,  perhaps, 

the  Code  Napoleon)  known  to  the  civilized  world. 

Thus,  {e)  in  the  Roman  law,  the  distinction  between  real  r^j^^j^  peculiar 
and  per8<»iai  property,  except  in  the  term  of  prescription,  features  u 

cootrftstcu  with 

is  seldom  discoverable;  but,  in  the  feodal  law,  the  legal  those  of  the 
incidents  and  qualities  of  the  two  kinds  of  property  are  ^^^^  ^^' 
entirely  diflsimilar.  The  Roman  law  of  inheritance  em- 
fanoes  both  kinds  of  property  equally ;  the  feodal  law  of 
iiJberitance  is,  most  strictly,  confined  to  real  property,  and, 
as  Mr.  BuUer  has  said,  almost  turns  with  disdain  from  all 
property  of  the  personal  kind.  By  the  Roman  law,  the 
heir  was  a  person  instituted  by  the  proprietor  himself,  or, 
in  de&olt  of  such  institution,  i^pointed  by  the  law,  to 
succeed  both  to  his  real  and  personal  property,  and  to  all 
his  rights  and  obligations.  In  the  feodal  law,  he  is  a 
peffBOQ  related  in  blood  to  the  ancestor;  and,  in  conse- 
quence of  that  relationship,  entitied,  either  merely  by  act 
of  law,  or  by  the  concurrent  efiect  of  law  and  the  charter 
of  investitnie,  to  succeed,  at  the  ancestor's  decease,  to  his 
real  or  immoveable  property,  not  given  away  from  him  by 
wilL  In  the  civil  law,  he  was  considered  as  riepresenting 
the  person  of  the  deceased ;  and,  in  consequence  of  that  . 
supposed  representation,  the  law  cast  on  him  the  property 
and  ri^^ts  of  the  deceased,  and  fixed  on  him  all  the  dc- 

(e)  The  writer  has  to  acknowledge  diBtinctive  features  of  the  two  systems 
Im  oUigatioQS  to  Mr.  Battler,  for  the  alluded  to.  See  note  to  Co.  Litt/; 
M«f  cfgsiaaef  hera  attempted,  of  the      and  the  Horas  Juridicae  SubseciTie. 

c  2 
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ceased's  charges  and  obligations.  Thus,  by  a  iicdoQ  of  the 
law,  the  person  of  the  ancestor  was  continued  in  the  heir, 
so  that,  in  all  religious,  moral,  and  civil  rights  and  obliga^ 
tions,  the  heir,  in  the  language  of  the  Roman  lawyers,  was 
eadem  persona  cum  defuncto.  In  the  feodal  system,  he 
succeeded  to  the  real  property  only  of  the  ancestor;  and 
this,  not  under  any  supposed  representation  to  him,  or  in 
consequence  of  any  supposed  continuation  of  his  person, 
but  as  related  to  him  in  blood,  and,  in  consequence  of  that 
relationship,  as  a  person  designated  by  the  original  feodal 
contract,  to  succeed  to  the  fief. 

Again,  the  Roman  heir  claimed,  as  such,  all  from  the 
person  last  possessed,  and  nothing  from  the  original  donor : 
the  feodal  heir  claimed,  as  such,  all  from  the  donor,  and 
nothing  from  the  person  last  possessed. 

The  same  difference  in  those  laws  is  also  observable  with 
respect  to  the  order  of  mcceuian.  By  the  Roman  law,  on 
the  decease  of  an  intestate,  the  descendants,  of  whatever 
degree,  were  called  to  the  succession,  in  exclusion  of  all 
other  relations,  whether  ascendants  or  collaterals,  and 
without  reg^aid  to  primogeniture  or  preference  of  sex*. 
Where  the  intestate  left  no  descendants,  such  ascendants  as 
were  nearest  in  degree,  male  or  female,  paternal  ot  ma- 
ternal,, succeeded  to  his  estate,  in  exclusion  of  remote  heirs, 
and  without  any  regard  to  representation ;  but  with  this 
exception :  that  where  the  deceased  left  brothers  and  aistera 
of  the  whole  blood,  besides  ascendants,  all  succeeded  in 
equal  portions  in  capita ;  and  here,  if,  besides  ascendants^ 
the  deceased  left  brothers'  and  sisters'  children  of  the  whole 
blood,  the  children  succeeded  to  their  parents'  share,  by 
representation  in  stirpes.  Where  the  intestate  left  no  des* 
cendants  and  no  ascendants,  the  law  called  the  collaterala 
to  the  succession,  giving  a  preference  to  the  whole  blood. 
In  default  of  a  legal  heir,  the  estate  became  a  res  caduea^ 
and  the  fiscus^  or  exchequer,  succeeded.  Such  appears 
to  be  the  general  outline  of  the  Roman  law  respecting 
succession.     The  feodal  regulations  respecting  successions 
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diSeced  firom  it  in  almost  every  reepect  Originallj,  fiefi 
^ioee  gwnted  to  be  held  at  the  will  of  the  donor,  and  were, 
theRfiore,  Teauaaable  at  hk  pleasure ;  then  they  were  granted 
fee  a  year  certwi ;  then,  for  the  life  of  the  grantee ;  then, 
to  8Qch  of  the  sons  of  the  grantee  as  the  donor  shonid  ap- 
point Then  all  the  sons,  and  in  default  of  son%  the  grand- 
sons, were  called  to  the  succession  of  the  fieft:  in  process  of 
time,  it  was  open  to  the  fourth,  fifth,  sixth,  and  seventh 
generations,  and  afterwards  to  all  the  male  descendants, 
claiming  through  males,  of  the  first  grantee,  and  at  last  was 
suffered  to  diverge  generally  to  collaterals.  But  this,  as  to 
such  collaterals  as  were  not  lineal  heirs  of  the  first  donee, 
was  effected  through  the  medium  of  a  fiction  completely 
and  peculiarly  feodal : — Where  a  person  took  by  descent,  his 
brothers,  though  in  the  collateral  line  of  relationship  to  him, 
were  in  the  direct  course  of  lineal  descent  firom  the  an- 
cestor. In  proportion  as  the  descent  ftom  the  ancestor  was 
lemoved,  the  number  of  persons  thus  claiming  collaterally 
firom  the  last  taker,  and  lineally  descended  fi-om  the  first, 
was  proportionably  multiplied.  In  the  course  of  time>  the 
fioMaking  ancestor  was  forgotten,  and  then,  it  was  pre- 
sumed, that  all  who  could  daim  collaterally  firom  the  person 
last  in  the  seisin  of  the  fee,  were  of  the  blood  of  the  original 
donee.  On  this  ground,  in  later  times,  when,  upon  the 
gfant  of  a  fie^  it  was  intended  that  on  failure  of  lineal  heirs, 
the  fief  should  diverge  to  the  collateral  line,  it  was  granted 
to  be  held  with  the  original  incidents  and  properties  with 
which  the  donee  would  have  held  it,  had  it  vested  in  him 
by  descent^  in  a  line  of  transmission  firom  a  distinct  and  fcnr- 
gotten  ancestor ;  and  among  them,  that  of  transmissibility 
to  coIIateiBlsL  In  technical  language,  this  was  the  grant  of 
a  fie(  novum  tU  antiquum.  But  the  most  striking  point  of 
diferenoe  between  the  Roman  and  the  feodal  course  of 
•oocesfidon,  is  the  prerc^tive  allowed  by  the  latter  to  pri- 
iDogenitore.  To  the  eldest  son,  the  Roman  law  showed  no 
pitfeieiice ;  wherever  the  feodal  polity  has  been  established. 
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he  has  been  allowed  several  important  prerogatives.  In 
England,  primogeniture  obtained  in  military  fiefc,  as  early 
as  the  reign  of  William  the  Conqueror,  but  with  this  quali- 
fication, that  where  the  father  had  several  fiefe,  the  primun^ 
patris  feuium  only,  belonged  to  the  eldest  son.  In  the 
reign  of  Henry  the  Second,  primogeniture  prevailed  ab- 
solutely in  military  fiefe,  and,  in  the  reign  of  Henry  the 
Third,  or  soon  afterwards,  the  same  absolute  right  to  the 
succession  by  primogeniture  obtained  in  socage  lands.  In 
all  countries  where  the  feod  has  been  established,  a  marked 
distinction  in  the  order  of  succession  has,  in  direct  oppo- 
sition to  every  principle  and  practice  of  the  Roman  law, 
been  shewn  to  primogeniture. 

Another  striking  point  of  difference  between  the  Roman 
and  the  feodal  polity,  is  the  contrast  between  the  absohUe 
dominion  over  the  inheritance  with  which  the  Roman  law 
invested  the  heir,  and  the  numerous  and  intricate  fetters 
with  which  the  feodal  jurisprudence  (of  England,  particu- 
larly,) has  permitted  it  to  be  bound.  The  Roman  law  (it 
has  been  already  stated)  permitted  a  perscm  to  appoint  his 
heir,  and  invested  him  with  all  the  rights,  and  imposed 
upon  him  all  the  obligations,  of  the  deceased.  This  gave 
rise  to  the  vulgar,  the  pupillar,  and  the  quasipupillar  substi- 
tutions. The  vulgar  substitution  was  where  the  testator 
i^pointed  one  to  be  his  heir,  and  if  he  refused,  substituted 
some  other  person.  These  conditional  substitutions  might 
be  extended  to  any  number  of  heirs.  When  they  were 
made,  the  heirs  instituted  under  them  were  called  in  suc- 
cession to  accept  or  refuse  the  inheritance.  When  once  an 
heir  accepted  the  inheritance,  it  vested  in  him  absolutely, 
and  all  subsequent  substitutions  entirely  failed.  The  pu<- 
pillar  substitution  was  where  a  &ther  substituted  an  heir  to 
his  children,  under  his  power  of  disposing  of  his  own  estate 
and  theirs,  in  case  the  child  refused  to  accept  the  in- 
heritance, or  died  before  the  age  of  puberty.  The  quasi- 
pupillar substitution,  was  where  the  children  past  puberty. 
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being  unable   themselves,  the  fether,  in  imitation  of  the 
popiiUar  sabstitutiony  made  a  testament  for  them.     In  all 
these  cases  it  is  evident  the  dominion  and  substance  of  the 
inheiitance  were  preserved  entire  and  unqualified.     In  two 
instances,  and  in  two  onlj,  the  Roman  law  admitted  an  ex- 
ception to  their  integrity.     The  first  was  in  the  case  of  an 
usufruct ;  where  a  right  was  given  to  one  person,  to  use  and 
enjoy  the  profits  of  a  thing  belonging  to  another.     The 
second  was  the  case  of  a  ^fidei  commissum^  when  the  in- 
heritance was  given,  in  whole  or  in  part,  to  an  heir,  in  trust 
that  he  should  dispose  -of  it  to  another.      But  neither  of 
these  devices  suspended  the  absolute  vesting  of  the  inheri- 
tance.    An  usufiuct  could  not  be  extended  beyond  the  life 
of  the  usufructuary.     The  Jidei-^ommisiarius  (the  person 
beneficially  interested  in  the  inheritance)  could  compel 
from  the  JuereB  Jiduciarius  (the  trustee)  a  transfer  of  the  in- 
heritance immediately  on  the  accnier  of  his  right     Thus 
the   property  and  dominion  of  the  inheritance  absolutely 
vested  in  him  in  equity,  with  an  immediate  right  to  compel 
a  transfer  of  iu    In  this  manner,  by  the  Roman  law,  the 
heir  succeeded,  in  every  case,  to  the  absolute  property  of 
the  inheritance,  and  to  all  the  rights  and  obligations  of  the 
ancestor.     The  alterations  occasioned  by  the  introduction 
of  a  fidei-commissarial  substitution  are,  however,  to  be  con- 
»dcred  as  a  departure  bona  the  genuine  spirit  of  the  Roman 
law,  in  the  doctrines  respecting  inheritances.     From  that 
^nrit  nothing  could  be  more  difierent,  with  respect  to  the 
tenure  and  modifications  of  property,  than  the  regulations 
of  the  feodal  law.      According  to  these,  the  heir  was  a 
iKRuinee  in  the  original  grant:  he  took  every  thing  fix>m 
the  grantor ;  nothing  finom  the  ancestor*    The  consequence 
was,  that  while  the  absolute  or  ultimate  ovmership  was  sup- 
posed to  reside  in  the  lord,  the  ancestor  and  the  heirs  took 
equally,  as  a  succession  of  usufructuaries,  each  of  whom, 
during  his  life  enjoyed  the  beneficial,  but  none  of  whom 
possessed  or  could  lawfiilly  dispose  of,  the  direct  or  absolute 
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dominicm  of  the  property.    Thus,  while  by  the  Romaa  law, 

property  was  vested  in  the  possessor  solely  and  absolutely 

every  species  of  feodal  property  was  necessarily  subject  to 

the  three  distinct  and  clashing,  though  concurrent  rights,  of 

the  lord,  the  tenant,  and  the  heir. 

Extent  in  It  must  not,  of  course,  be  considered  that  all  that  is  pre* 

trut  between     dicated  of  the  feodal  system,  or  its  maxims  and  rules,  is 

lyitem  and  the  ^ually  applicable  to  English  jurisprudence  in  relation  to 

avillaw,  u  to  the  succession  and  inheritance  of,  and  power  over,  real 

the  rules  of  »  r  » 

inheritanoeand  property.    Respect  is  to  be  had  to  the  many  modifications 


racceHion.it 


appUcable'to  of  feodal  Strictness  (as,  for  example,  the  subjecting  lands  to 
^Jj^J^j^j  the  satis&ction  of  the  deceased  owner's  debts,  of  whatever 
propertj.  class,)  which  the  exigencies  of  commerce,  and  the  demands 

of  an  increased  civilization,  have  rendered  necessary.  But 
notwithstanding  the  due  allowance  to  be  made  for  these 
considerations,  it  may,  nevertheless,  be  asserted  that  the 
contrast  between  the  doctrines  and  rules  of  the  feodal 
system  and  the  Roman  or  civil  law,  above  given,  unam- 
biguously testifies  to  the  former  as  the  sonrce,  whence 
the  rights  of  property,  as  they  obtain  in  England,  are 
derived,  and  to  which  their  distinctive  features  are  to  be 
traced. 
SpeciflcatioD  If  lands  have  been  rendered  liable  to  the  debts,  whether 

tkms  of  £ '  specialty  or  simple  contract,  of  deceased  owners,  in  the  hands 
Ei^uh  system  ^f  ^heir  devisccs  or  heirs ;  if  the  rule  which  preferred  the 


of  real  property  _       ,   _       _       ^  ^ 

attribatabie  to  elder  title  by  descent,  when  the  heir  was  also  express  devisee 

ciples,  with  or  grantee  of  his  ancestor,  has  been  abolished:  if  lineal 

"^1^^^  ancestore  and  semi-kindred  or  the  half-blood  have  been 

similar  charao-  invested  with  heritable  capacity ;  if  the  rule  which  prevented 

ter  leceDuy 

abrogated.        a  person  attainted  firom  transmitting  inheritable  blood  to  his 

descendants  has  been  'set  aside,  so  as  to  admit  of  descents 
being  traced  through  such  a  person ;  (though  the  impeding 
descent,  by  the  attainder  of  a  person  through  whom  it  must 
be  traced,  was  rather  a  refinement  upon  the  feodal  system, 
than  of  its  essence,  or  a  property  belonging  to  it ;)  if  the 
doctrine  seisina  facit  MtipHem,  or  the  rule  that  actual  seisin 
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i&  an  ancestor  was  necessary  to  his  beooming  s  stock  or  root 
of  descent,  has  been  exploded;  i^  in  all  these  respects, 
feodal  mazinaa  have  been  made  to  yield  to  modem  con- 
lemence,  or  to  a  more  qaestionable  policy,  there  are  still 
^rery  many   feodal  remnants  disoovemble  in  our  laws  of 
property,  (and  they  of  no  mean  importance,)  which  have 
escaped  modem  innovations.     To  the  influence  of  the  feodal 
system,  testimony  is  still  home  by  our  laws  of  inkerUanee,  in 
the  preference  of  males  among  persons  of  equal  degree ;  in 
the  rule  of  primogeniture,  amongst  males ;  in  the  rule  of 
representattve  primogeniture,  as  opposed  to  prozimi^  of 
blood ;  in  the  equal  succession  among  females;  in  the  suc- 
cession in  stirpes  ;  in  the  exclusion  of  one  of  the  lines  of 
heirs  ex  parte  matemd  or  ex  parte  patemdf  (as  the  case  may 
be,)  in  case  of  a  course  of  descent  in  the  other  of  such  lines; 
in  die  pieference  of  male  stocks  of  descent ;  in  the  mle  of 
repiesentative  dignity  or  worthiness  of  blood,  ss  opposed  to 
psDximity  of  kindred;  in  the  exclusion  of  illegitimate  off- 
spring from  all  rights  of  inheritance ;  and  in  the  deprivation 
of  aliens  (until  denization  or  naturalization)  of  all  power  of 
aoqoiring  property,  either    by  inheritance    or   purchase, 
(although,  perhaps,  this  rule  is  not,  in  all  respects,  proper  to 
feodalism):  by  our  laws  oflimitationand  settlement  of  estates, 
in  the  superior  respect  paid  to  the  title  of  the  heir,  and  the 
general  primd  fade  presumption  in  its  &vour;  in  the  rule 
not  allowing  an  heir  to  take  by  purchase  where  there  is  a 
prior  limitation  to  his  ancestor ;  in  the  rule  that  freehold 
^fffaf^  cannot  be  created  to  commence  in  futuro  ;  and  that 
oootingent  remainders  must  vest  eo  instanti  of  the  deter- 
minadon  of  the  particular  estate :  by  the  laws  which  entitle  ' 

the  crown  by  escheat  and  forfeiture,  on  extincdon  or  cor- 
raption  of  blood  of  the  person  last  seised :  (though  the  laws 
of  fiirfeiture  are,  periiaps,  more  properly,  independent  of 
feodal  origin ;)  and  by  the  wholly  dissimilar  nature  of  the 
laws  which  i^pilate  the  distribution  of  and  succession  to 
the  two  classes  or  primary  divisions  of  property,  one  or 
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other  of  which  embraces  every  thing  capable  of  owneiship ; 
namely,  real  and  personal  estate^  and  the  principles  which 
appertain  to  eacL  (/) 


(/)  The  Commisnonen  on  tkelaw  of 
real  property,  thus  remark  oa  the  influ- 
ence of  the  feodal  sjstem  upon  the  Eng- 
lish laws  of  property.  '*  Although  <«• 
nure,  which  was  tntroduoed  for  the  mili- 
tary defence  of  the  kingdom,  has  long 
survived  its  principal  object,  its  con- 
^uences  so  deeply  and  extensively 
pervade  the  whole  system  of  our  law 
of  real  property,  that  the  abolition  of 
it  would  be  an  innovation  too  dan- 
gerous to  be  prudently  hazarded. 
The  necessity  would  immediately 
arise,  of  providing,  by  positive  enact- 
ments, for  all  the  rules  deduced  from 
tenure,  which  it  is  intended  to  pre* 
serve.  Some  of  these,  notwithstand- 
ing the  greatest  care,  would  probably 
escape  attention;  many  questions 
would  arise  upon  the  meaning  of  the 
terms  in  which  the  existing  laws 
would  be  declared ;  and  all  the  dan- 
gers and  evils  of  codification  would 
be  encountered  without  its  advan- 
tages.*'—Third  Report,  p.  4.  The 
Just  sentiments  contained  in  the  fol- 
lowing extract  from  the  examination 
of  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Tan/tioH  (then 
at  the  bar,)  are  happily  expressed. 


^  I  consider  the  variety  of  tenures,  in 
the  narrow  extent  in  which  they  exist, 
as  a  beauty  and  not  as  a  blemish. 
They  illustrate  the  antiquities,  and 
eoniirm  the  history  of  the  coontry. 
They  bring  home  to  our  apprehension, 
ancient  manners  and  customs  which 
no  longer  exist,  and  set  before  our 
eyes,  a  &int  but  interesting  picture  of 
feodal  relations.  All  this  may  be 
prejudice,  but  I  own  I  should  be  sorry 
to  see  all  these  venerable  remaini  nc* 
rificed  to  a  dry  and  barren  uniformity.*' 
See  First  Report,  p.  100.  Itisafact, 
worthy  of  notice,  that  of  twenty-eight 
lawyers, who  were  penonally  examined 
by,  or  returned  their  opinions  to  the 
Commissioners,  on  the  question  of  the 
retention  of  the  principle  of  iemwre 
in  our  laws  of  real  property,  as  oodp- 
tradistingruished  from  a  system  of 
allodial  ownership,  twenty^five  con- 
sidered it  advantageous ;  and  only  the 
remaining  three  were  favourable  to  ita 
rejection.  Among  the  former  are  to 
be  found  the  names  of  Butkr  and  B^U, 
and  most  of  the  eminent  oonveyanoers 
of  the  present  day. 
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CHAPTER  IL 

OF  THE  BAB.L.Y    MODES  OF  SBTTLEBIENT  AND  ENTAIL  OF   REAL 

PROPBRTT. 


Section  L 

Offroperiy  of  Freehold  Tenure,  by  means  of  Conditional 
Fees  at  Common  law,  and  Estates  tail  under  the  Statute 
De  donis  conditionalibus. 

Thk  law  of  England  though  now  abhorring  a  perpetuity.  Preliminary 
and  refunng  yalidity  to  any  disposidon,  either  teatamentaiy  ^r^marks. 
or  by  instrument  inter  vivos,  in  any  d^;ree  tending  to  it, 
haci  not  always  evinced  the  same  regard  for  the  free  circu- 
ladoti  of  proper^,  and  the  interests  of  commerce.  In  the 
times  when  feodalism  reigned,  and  its  many  and  barbarous 
ooiK»mitants  all  served  to  a^;randize  the  wealthy  baron, 
and  reduce  the  fief-holder  to  a  slavery  of  tenure,  and,  there- 
fbrey  a  slavery  of  life  and  action, — when  the  former  was  the 
Ic^gifidator  enacting  laws  for  the  obedience  of  the  latter, — in 
aoch  times  it  can  be  no  matter  of  surprise  if  we  find  a 
system  of  devolution  of  property  sanctioned  and  established, 
the  proper  and  ultimate  efiect  of  which  would  be  national 
poverty,  and  the  loss  of  all  national  vigour  and  enterprise. 
Siui  a  system  was  that  originated  by  the  statute  of  West- 
nunsler  2,  in  the  thirteenth  year  of  Edward  the  first,  com* 
monly  called  the  statute  De  donis  conditionaUbus. 

We  have  seen  that  under  the  feodal  polity,  as  it  stood  in  Notice  of 
its  original  simplicity,  where  land  was  granted  to  a  man  and  ^iet  in  respect' 
bj8  beiis,  the  lord  was  entitled  to  the  services  of  his  tenant  J|^j']jJ5U^nt. 
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and  to  the  reverter  of  the  land,  if  the  tenant  died  without 
heirs ;  and  that  to  the  tenant  was  secured  the  actual  enjoy- 
ment of  the  land,  and  its  warrantj  and  acquittal  by  the  lord ; 
whilst  the  heir  was  entitled  to  the  inheritance  on  the  decease 
of  the  tenant     The  heir,  however,  derived  his  title  under 
the  terms  of  the  grant,  and  was,  therefore,  considered  as 
claiming  above,  not  under,  his  ancestor.     Thus,  land  was  at 
that  time,  subject  to  the  three  distinct  rights  of  the  lord,  the 
tenant,  and  the  heir ;  and  though  the  lord  and  tenant  might 
join  in  the  disposition  of  the  inheritance,  yet  the  concurrence 
of  the  heir  in  such  disposition  not  being  to  be  had,  (as  in 
the  view  of  the  law  the  heir  did  not  exist  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  ancestor,  and  his  concurrence,  therefore,  could  not  be 
had,)  it  followed  that  any  disposition  by  the  former  parties 
was  invalid,  and  hence,  under  these  feodal  restrictions,  land 
was  wholly  inalienable,  and  could  not  be  modified  into  any 
form  of  settlement  (jg) 
Dower  «ttd  The  feodal  incidents  of  Dower  and  Curtesy  were  attached 

only  pnmnon    ^7  ^^  ^  Estates  of  inheritance,  and  were  the  only  provisions 
^1*^^^'    ,    that  could  be  cUdmed  against  the  lord  or  the  heir. 
lifrd^ttd^lMii';        We  have  also  seen  that  by  d^rees,  the  right  of  the  kud 

and  the  heir  so  fiur  as  they  restrained  the  tenant's  alienation 
of  the  land,  ceased  to  be  considered. 
Acquitition  of       This  general  power  of  alienation  introduced  limitations 
poi^Bfof  aliens  called  conditional  fees  ;  one  species  of  which  was  formed  by 

fees.        mode  of  limitation  operated  as  a  settlement  of  the  land^  so 


Their  nature     f^  ^  (hat  until  tEe  donee  had  issue  inheritable  under  it,  he 

and  operation.  , 

could  not  alien  nor  chai^  the  land ;  but,  after  he  had  issue, 
the  condition  was  supposed  to  be  performed,  and  he  might 
dispose  of  the  land  at  his  pleasure :  if  he  made  no  such 
disposition,  the  land  descended  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of 
the  grantee,  and  on  fulure  of  such  heirs,  it  reverted  to  the 
lord.     *'  This,"  says  Mr.  Butkr,  **  was  the  first  attempt  in 


(  ^)  Of  ooone,  an  expectant  heir      the  event  of  his  eetiially  aooeeedii^. 
might  concur  in  a  diapofition  of  the       Vide,  supra^  p.  12. 
inheritance,  and  would  he  hound  fai 
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our  \aw,  at  a  settlement  of  real  property.*^  The  distinctive 
feature  of  this  €x>nditionaI  fee,  was,  it  will  be  perceived,  its 
ilienability,  after  the  grantee  had  issue,  by  himself  and  every 
penon  who  came  into  possession  of  the  land  under  the  grant ; 
which  deprived  the  heir  and  the  donor  of  all  security  for 
the  devolution  of  the  land  on  them. 

The  inclination  of  the  Common  law,  therefore,  after  the  incUoation  of 
power  of  alienation  was  established,  was  &vourable  to  tlie  ?*•  f^Jl^^u 
free  disposal  of  property ;  because,  under  its  construction  of  to  the  free 

.  -A.    •  ••  i«i*  "iiii       ftlienaftioa  of 

tbe  gm  in  question,  it  was,  obviously,  impossible  that  the  property, 

property  could  remain  inalienable  for  a  longer  period  than  J|J^acJon*of 

the  life  of  the  grantee ;  the  birth  of  issue  in  his  lifetime  ^^^  P^- 
determining  the  condition,  or  his  death  without  issue  giving 
possession  to  the  right  of  reverter  remaining  in  the  donor. 

This  state  of  the  law,  however,  suited  not  the  ambitious  Reuom  of 

sdiemes  of  the  all-powerftd  nobles  of  the  realm.     Their  S^^'J^con. 

dignity  required  support,  and  their  power  was  commensur.ite  >tniction  of 

only  with  their  acres,  and  that  support  and  those  possessions  which  wouU 
coold  not  be  guaranteed  but  by  the  perpetual  transmission  p^^]^  i^ 

of  their  estates  in  the  line  in  which  their  titles  descended.  ^!!L^^!^^^ 

or  oeWNMuatf  • 

Moreover,  they  deored  perpetually  to  free  their  estates  fix)m 
EalHfi^  to  forfeiture  for  treason ;  an  object  which  could  be 
seemed  by  the  creation  c4  a  perpetual  entail ;  by  analogy 
to  the  case  of  fees  conditional  at  the  Common  law,  which 
were  not  forfeitable  for  treason,  before  issue  bom,  longer 
than  for  the  life  of  the  donee. 

These  objects  were  incompatible  with  the  rules  of  the 
Common  law,  by  which  the  fee  simple  became  absolute,  and 
at  the  disposal  of  the  donee,  the  instant  any  issue  was  bom. 

Resort  was  had,  therefore,  to  the  Legislative  power  then  Legblttive 
wielded  by  the  very  persons  seeking  this  alteration :  and  ^^cErirw  by 
die  result  was,  the  statute  Westm.  2,  13  Edw.  1,  a  1,  which  ^•.^jj[^' 
enacted,   that  **  concerning  lands  given  upon  condition,  creattngestetce 
namely,  where  any  giveth  his  land  to  a  man  and  his  wife 
and  to  tbe  heirs  begotten  of  the  bodies  of  the  man  and  his 
wifi^  wi£h  condition  expressed  that,  if  the  man  and  his  wife 
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die  ivitfaout  heirs  of  their  bodies  between  them  begotten, 
the  land  shall  revert  to  the  giver  or  his  heirs ;  also  where 
one  giveth  lands  in  free  marriage,  which  gift  hath  a  condi- 
tion annexed,  though  not  expressed  in  the  deed,  that  if  the 
hosband  and  wife  die  without  heirs  of  their  bodies,  the  land 
shall  revert  to  the  giver  or  his  heirs ;  also  where  one  giveth 
land  to  another,  and  to  the  heirs  of  his  body  issuing ;  the 
will  of  the  giver  according  to  the  form  in  the  deed  of  gift 
shall  be  observed ;  so  that  they  to  whom  the  land  was  g^ven 
under  audi  condition  shall  have  no  power  to  alien  the  land, 
but  it  shall  remain  to  their  issue  after  their  death,  or  shall 
revert  to  the  giver  or  his  heirs  if  issue  fidl ;  neither  shall 
the  second  husband  of  any  such  woman  have  anything  in 
the  land  so  g^ven,  after  the  death  of  his  wife,  by  the  law  of 
England,  nor  shall  the  issue  of  the  second  husband  succeed 
.  in  the  inheritance ;  but  immediately  after  the  death  of  the 
husband  and  wife  to  whom  the  land  was  given,  it  shall 
rettun  to  their  issue,  or  to  the  giver  or  to  his  heir."    Thus, 
under  the  plausiUe  pretences  of  observing  the  will  of  the 
donor,  and  &vouring  the  interests  of  the'issue,  was  raised  by 
the  Legislature  the  ^^  mighty  fabric"  of  perpetual  entail — 
mighty  in  its  originators,  mighty  in  the  vast  extent   of 
territory  ultimately  brought  within  its  grasp,  and  mi^ty  in 
its  consequences. 

That  this  enactment  should  have  been  made  in  the  reign 

of  a  Prince,  whose  generally  wise  and  wholesome  laws  have 

conferred  on  him  the  tide  of  the  English  Justinian,  may,  at 

first  sight,  seem  a  matter  of  surprise ;  but  the  solution  of 

the  difficulty  is  to  be  found  in  that  extraordinary  influence 

exerted  by  the  great  barons  in  his  and  in  the  previous  reigns, 

over  both  crown  and  people,  of  which  abundant  evidence  is 

affoided  in  the  page  of  history. 

Probability  of        It  was  obviously  impossible,  however,  that  a  law  conceived 

proving  unwel-  '^^  ^  spirit  SO  dangerous,  and  of  a  tendency  so  hurtful,  could 

dififemtcluNs  ^^^y^  continue  entirely  acceptable  even  to  those  by  whom 

of  tbe  com-       jt  was  originated  and  fostered.     Restricted  in  eflect  by  the 

munity. 


SBCT.l.^ 


8KTTI«SBfranP  AND  ENTAIL. 


31 


Statute  de  donU  to  the  enjoyiiient  of  a  mere  life  estate 
in  their  lands,  and  deprived  of  the  power  of  alienation  of 
any  greater  interest^  these  foigers  of  their  own  fetters  would 
800Q  find  their  posBeflsionsy  though  of  vast  extent,  compara- 
tively wortUeaBy  and  themselves  unable  to  meet  the  lavish 
ezp^Qiddture  incurred  in  those  wars  and  civil  commotions, 
whereioy  by  the  imprudence  of  some  of  their  sovereigns, 
and  the  warlike  tempers  of  others,  they  were  necessarily 
and  finequendy  involved.  As  the  nobles  would,  in  this 
respect,  desire  the  removal  of  the  statutory  restrictions  to 
the  complete  enjoyment  of  what  they  already  possessed,  so 
the  advancement  of  commerce  would  lead  the  wealthy  mer* 
diaot  and  trader  to  seek  the  abrogation  of  a  law,  operating 
as  a  partial  prohibition  to  their  acquisition  of  that  kind  of 
properQT^  which  at  once  adds  importance  to  character,  and 
gives  permaneney  and  stability  to  the  results  of  successful 
izidastiy.  Nor  would  the  judges  of  the  common  law  be 
insenmble  to  the  poisonous  influence  of  this  wide-spreading 
uptt  tree,  upon  the  social  health  and  vigour  and  life  of  the 
nati<xu  (A) 


(4)  "  Aft  Oafmnion  law,  all  eitat«t 
lee  ample,  absolate  or  condi- 
tional,   which    created   a  wonderful 
and  repoae  to  the  public ;  but 
this  teiilj-law  was  introduced. 
these  fettered  inheritances  estab- 
Hihcd.  it  is  not  to  be  imagined  what 
anis.    tnmbles,    and    disputes,  they 
created,  as  indeed  it  always  happens 
wfasn  the  grounds  of  the  ancient  com- 
MOB  laws  of  this  kingdom  are  altered. 
And  the  reason  is  obvious,  for  the 
eoaamoB  law  of  England  haviog  its 
force  firom  immemorial  custom,  and, 
M  my  I>onl  Coke  obserres,  being  re- 
ined by  the  experience  of  many  ages, 
ito  goodness  is  formed  by  its  use ;  but 
wfacB  this  eacelient  institution  is  aU 
tssal  by  a  pcsittve  law,  though  the 
dm^  has  a.  gay  oii(si<l«>  yet  time 


shows  die  incoHTenience  of  the  alter-i 
ation,  and  the  Legislature  baring  only 
a  present  conveniency  in  Tiew,  the 
new  law,  when  used,  manifests  that 
what  was  intended  profitable,  protes 
often  destructive;  and  so  it  fell  out 
in  making  the  statute  de  donUf  which 
created  estates  tail,  turning  all  those 
estates  which  were  fee  simple  at  Com- 
mon law  into  tbose  entailed  estates, 
which  being  of  an  amphibious  nature, 
and  participating  so  much  of  a  fee  as 
to  be  inheritance,  and  yet  tenant  in 
tail  in  some  respects,  having  only  an 
estate  for  life,  this  odd  mixture  created 
infinite  difficulties  not  foreseen,  but 
experimentally  found  to  be  very 
troublesome  to  the  quiet  of  the  state." 
Pig.  Reeov.  pp.  6,  6« 
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Failure  of 
attempts  to 
pTocure  a 
ivpcal  of  the 
statute. 


Reason  of  this. 


f^tatnte  de 
flonif  intro- 
doced  settle- 
ineDta  of  real 
property  by 
wav  of  estates 
tail  and  re- 
mainders. 


Notwithstanding,  however,  the  concurrence  of  these  in* 
terests  in  favot  of  a  Parliainentaiy  repeal  of  the  obnoxious 
statute,  such  a  repeal  was  found  impossible.  The  Com- 
mons, indeed,  frequently  endeavoured  to  obtain  le^lative 
provisions  favorable  to  alienation  by  tenants  in  tail,  but 
all  attempts  to  bring  the  second  Estate  of  the  realm  to 
consent  to  a  repeal  of  the  statute  De  danis,  were  fitiitless. 
The  exemption  of  estates  tail  from  forfeiture  for  treason, 
frilly  compensated,  in  the  minds  of  the  nobles,  for  all  the 
other  inconveniences  attending  them;  an  exemption,  of 
the  frill  value  of  which,  during  the  civil  contests  then 
waging,  when  each  party,  in  its  turn  victorious,  visited  its 
opponents  with  wholesale  attaint,  we  can  form  no  adequate 
estimate. 

All  these  things  paved  the  way  for  a  gradual  evasion  of 
the  statute,  by  the  constituted  administrators  of  the  law ;  an 
evasion  which,  it  has  been  well  said,  ''  ingenuity  &bricated, 
and  necessity  adopted." 

We  are  to  observe,  in  fine  of  this  part  of  our  subject,  that 
the  statute  De  donis  gave  rise  to  the  settlement  of  real 
property,  by  way  of  estates  tail  and  remainders  f  as  the 
estate  created  by  the  statute  did  not,  like  the  oonditiooal 
fee,  at  common  law,  embrace  the  whole  fee,  but  was  a  new 
kind  of  inheritance,  admitting  of  further  limitations  after  or 
expectant  upon  it 


Sectiok  IL 
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tbeapptiea- 
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Of  Settlements  of  property  of  Copyhold  Tenure^  by  means 
of  Conditional  Fees  and  Entails,  under  Customs. 

It  remains  for  us  to  say  somewhat  respecting  conditional 
fees  and  entails  in  lands  of  copyhold  tenure. 

It  has  been  matter  of  much  learned  controversy  whether 
the  statute  De  donis  conditumalibus  can  be  said  to  extend 
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to  copybold  lands,  bo  as  to  make  them  the  subjects  of  a  tutnte  (2» 

atiict  oitail,  Tesembling  that  which  we  have  seen  was  in-  holds.  °  ^^^' 

tiodaced  by  -that  statute  with  respect  to  freehcJd  estates. 

Some  have  considered  that  bj  the  joint  co-operation  of  a  Tbe  different 

custom  of  entailing  and  the  Statute  De  doniiy  an  estate  terudned^'^' 

may  be  created  in  copyholds,  having  all  the  qualities  of  an  ^^i^ob- 

estate-tail ;  (i)    others  have    maintained    that  the    statute 

neither  had  nor  could  have  had  any  connection  whatever 

with  lands   of  copyhold  tenure  ;(i)  while  others,  again, 

have  thought  that  copyholds  were  within  the  Statute  of 

EntaUsy  and  may  be  entailed  as  well  as  other  lands.  (Q 

The  general  opinion  at  the  present  day  is,  that  the  Statute 

De  cfoats  does  not  extend  to  copyhold  lands,  and  that  it 

has  neither  an  indirect  nor  any  other  influence  in  favor  of 

the  creation  of  estates-tail  in  such  lands.     It  seems  to  be  no  eotail  in 

generally   agreed,  that  before  the  statute,   limitaticxis  of  ^^Jj*^^  ^in- 

oopyhold  lands  to  a  man  and  the  heirs  of  his  body  were  ^«* 

common,  and  that  such  grants  generally  passed  a  fee-simple 

conditional,  resembling  in  its   characteristics   the   estate 

which  was  created  under  a  similar  limitation  in  fieehold 

lands*     With  respect  to  gifts  of  this  class  since  the  statute, 

the  better  opinion  seems  to  be,  that,  unless  there  is  a  custom 

to  entail  in  the  manor  within  which  the  lands  are  situate^ 

they  pass  a  conditional  fee  of  the  same  kind*     There  may^ 

however,  be  a  custom  in  manors  to  create  esti^esi^tail,  and 

snch  a  custom,  it  should  also  seem,  was  not  wholly  unknown 

before  the  statute  De  donis. 

But  the  mere  &ct  that  lands  have  anciently  and  usually  what  neoet- 
been  sranted  by  copy  of  court  roll  to  persons  and  the  heirs  ""^  ^  ^^  • 

cr  J       trj  tr  custom  to 

of  their  bodies  wiU  not,  of  itself,  prove  a  custom  of  entailing  enuil. 
copyholds,  for  such  grants  might  have  created  estates  in 
fee-conditional  at  Common  law.     To  prove  that  an  entail 

(0  Co.  Litt  60.     GHb.  Ten.  169.         (/)  Lord  Hak/m  3  Ley.  327.  Pig. 
{k)  1  ScriF.  Cop.   eS^etteq.      \      Recoy.  101.  • 

D 
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Wben  an 
estate  tail,  and 
when  a  ocmdi- 
tional  fee. 


A  onttom  to 
entail  not 
neoe«ari]jr 
eiktingin  all 
nanort  admit- 
ting of  the 
creation  of 
estatee  in  fee* 
simple. 


may  be  created^  there  must  have  been  a  custom  allowing 
a  remainder  to  be  limited  over  after  such  an  estate,  (such 
a  remainder  not  being  reconcileable  with  a  fee-conditional,) 
or  empowering  the  copyholder  to  alienate  before  issue  bom, 
(which  he  could  not  do  in  respect  of  a  fee-conditional,)  or 
the  issue  roust  have  recovered  the  lands  in  writs  of  formedon 
in  the  descender. 

To  use  the  words  of  a  recent  writer  upon  this  subject,  (m) 
the  immemorial  existence  of  those  privileges,  which,  under 
a  limitation  to  a  man  and  th$  heirs  of  his  body,  create  a 
constructive  estate-tail,  is  very  common,  and  has  firequently 
availed  in  questions  upon  copyhold  titles;  so  that  where 
a  remainder  may  be  grafted  on  the  limitation  to  the  heirs 
of  the  body,  which  remainder  is  inconsistent  with  a  fee- 
conditional,  for  no  remainder  could  be  limited  after  such 
an  estate ;  or  where  the  tenant  is  permitted  by  the  custom 
to  claim  even  before  issue  bom,  in  prejudice  to  the  right 
of  reverter,  an  estate  limited  to  a  man  and  the  heirs  of  his 
body,  is  in  the  nature  of  a  fee-tail  at  Common  law,  since 
the  Statute  De  danis;  and  where  from  a  more  jealous 
preservation  of  the  right  of  reverter,  such  remainders  are 
not  allowed,  or  the  power  of  aUenation  originates  with  the 
birth  of  issue,  the  estate  is  in  the  nature  of  a  fee-conditionaL 

In  opposition  to  these  views,  another  learned  writer  (n) 
has  maintained,  that  the  power  of  creating  entails  neces- 
sarily exists  in  all  manors  where  a  grant  in  feensimple  is 
allowed ;  but  to  this  it  has  been  judiciously  answered,  (o) 
that  although  a  custom  to  create  a  fee-simple  will  warrant 
a  grant  to  a  person  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  yet,  that 
such  a  limitation  would  be  a  fee-conditional,  unless  the 
privileges  of  an  estate-tail  at  common  law  have  grown  oat 
of  the  custom  of  the  manor  under  an  immemorial  usage. 


(m)  1  SeriT.  Cop.  69. 
(n)  1  Watk.  Cop.  153. 


(e)  1  Scm.  Cop.  70. 
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With  re^>ect    to  the  cxeation  of  entails  in  eqmtable  OftlMcrMtion 
ef  fpWj  the  rule  is,  €Bqu%tai  ieqtutur  legem,  and,  therefore,  the  trnst  of 


the  legal  estate  does  not  admit  of  an  entail  at  law,  "VJ^^^^* 
ao  entail  in  equity  is  equally  ezcloded;  and,  of  oourae, 
wherever  the  legal  estate  of  a  copyhold  is  capable  of  an 
entail,  the  equitable  interest  is  equally  entailable. 


D  2 
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CHAPTER  IIL 
op  the  unvettering  op  entails. 

Section  L 

The  evasion  of  the  Statute  De  donis,  by  Common 

Recoveries  and  Fines, 

The  mdiial  Thb  first  rule  which  the  judses  adopted  in  relation  to 
of  the  doctrine  tbe  otatute  De  donts  condUtonahbust  was,  that  the  issue 
iuue  in  tail^  ^  could  not  avoid  the  alienation  of  his  ancestor,  provided  he 
hv  the  descent  Jm^  |^  recompense  in  value  bv  his  ancestor  for  the  estate* 

of  a  recom-  *  •' 

pense  in  Talne.  tail  which  he  had  alienated,  (p)  Another  rule,  upon  the 
same  principle,  was,  that  lineal  warranty  (q)  by  the  tenant 
in  tail,  with  assets  descending  to  the  issue  in  tail,  was  a 
good  bar  of  the  estate-tail.  This  doctrine  was  established 
by  analogy  to  the  Statute  of  Gloucester,  6  £dw«  1,  c  3,  by 
which  it  was  enacted,  that  warranty  by  a  tenant  by  the 
curtesy  descending  upon  his  son,  should  be  no  bar  to 
the  son  entitled  to  his  mother's  inheritance,  unless  asseU 
descended  from  the  father.  And  so,  the  judges,  in  ex- 
pounding the  Statute  De  donis,  held  that  lineal  warranty 
with  assets  should  be  a  sufficient  bar  to  the  estate-tail ;  it 
being,  according  to  Blackstone,  (r)  nothing  more  than,  in 

(p)    OdavioM    Lumbardt%    caae,      wunnty;  as  where  a  father,  or  an 
fltated  in  10  Rep.  37  h,  and    other      elder  ion  in  the  lifetime  of  the  father. 


caaee  there  cited.  releawd  to  the  dineisor  of  either  of 

(9)  '<  Lineal  warranty  was,  where  themsehes,  or  the  gnundfether,  with 

the  hdr  derired,  or  might  by  possi-  warranty,   this   was   lineal    to    the 

bility    have   derived,    his    title     to  younger  son.**— 2  Bl.  Com.  301. 
the  land  warranted,  either  from  or  (r)  2  Com.  303.     And  see  Idtt 

through  the  ancestor  who  made  the  M.  712,  749* 
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effect,  exchangmg  the  lands  entailed,  for  others  of  equal 

value.    It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  preceding  modes 

of  barring   e8tate&-taO,   the  recompense  in  value,  which 

descended  to  the  issue  in  tail,  was  a  real  and  bond  fide 

lecompenae ;  and  as  fisu:;  therefore,  as  they  were  concerned, 

DO  great  advances  had  been  made  towards  tl^e  unfettering 

of  estates-tail,  because  bj  them  no  loss  accrued  to  the  issue 

inheritable  to  the  entail.    It  was,  however,  also  determined  And  of  the 

that  such  of  the  heirs  of  tenant  in  tail  as  were  entitled  in  ^^?^.!7^Jr 

810IIS  and  re- 
remainder  or  reverrion.  miirht  be  barred  by  the  coUateral  maindenby 

^  .  •^  collateral 

warranty   of  the  ancestor   descending  upon    them,  even  wananty  with- 
wiihoui  aneU;  which  was,  manifestly,  an  important  increase  ^J]^™* 
of  the  power  of  tenants  in  tail  over  their  lands. 

At  leng;th,  the  crying  evils  attendant  on  perpetuity  of  invention  of 
entail,  and  the  imperfect  character  of  the  powers  extended  ^^l^^es 
to  tenants  in  tail  towards  the  removal  of  those  evils,  induced  °P^"  ^^^^ 

ground  of  a 

the  judges  to  have  recourse  to,  what  Sir  Wm.  Blackstone  fictitious  re- 


has  happily  denominated,  *^  a  kind  oSpiafraus;^  the  means,  ^™ui6u^ 

no  less  than  the  end  of  which,  that  learned  writer  considers 

worthy  of  admiratioiL     This  was  effected  in  the  twelfth 

year  of  the  reign  of  Edw.  4,  by  the  decision  in  a  case, 

which  may  be  deemed  second  only  in  importance  to  the 

Statute  De  dams  itself.     In  this  case,  which  is  commonly 

called  Taliarum^s  case,  (s)  the  judges  carried  the  principle 

of  a  recompense  to  a  much  greater  length  than  any  that 

had  before   occurred,   and,  in   effect,   determined   that  a 

ntmdtuU  and  fictitious  recompense  descending  to  the  issue 

in  tail,  should  be  an  effectual  bar,  not  only  to  the  issue  in 

tail,  but  also  to  all  persons  in  remainder  or  reversion.     On 

the  aathority  of  the  principles  laid  down  in  that  case,  depend 

the  fDice  and  validity  of  that  species  of  assurance  called  a 

eommcn  recovery  ;  which,  until  a  very  late  period,  {t)  was 

almost  the  universal  mode  of  barring  estates -tail  and  the 

(«)  12  Edw.  4,  Tear  Book,  14, 19.  providing  greater  facilities  for   that 

(I)  The   year   1834,  lince  which  purpose;  as  to  which,  vide  infra^  p. 

tiaw,  the  mode  of  barring  estates  tail  42. 

h  ragolaled  by  3  &  4  Wm.  4,  c.  74, 
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remainders  and  reversion  expectant  thereon,  and  acquiring 

a  clear  and  indefeamble  fee-simple. 
Gladlyadopted      Thus  after  the  lapse  of  nearly  two  centuries,  and  by  a 
:^;:^^    slow  and  g»d,ud  proce-,  w«  dcvi^d  .nd  e-trf,liAed  . 
gnevancM        dextcrous  mode  of  evadimp  the  efiect  of  a  statute,  which,  as 

consequent  on  ^  '  ^ 

the  ttatute  Zie  Mr.  Justice  JBhekstcne  remarks,  (u)  was  justly  branded 
as  the  source  of  new  contentions  and  mischieft  unknown 
to  the  Common  law,  and  almost  universally  considered  as 
the  common  grievance  of  the  realm.  And,  notwithstand- 
ing that  this  judicial  approbation  of  a  scheme  for  unfettering 
estates-tail  operated  in  direct  contravention  of  the  letter 
and  spirit  of  the  Statute  De  donis,  and  so  trenched  on  the 
line  of  demarcation  between  the  judicial  and  legislative 
functions,  (9)  the  general  convenience  soon  gave  sanction 
and  stability  to  this  product  of  l^al,  or,  more  strictly,  (as 
mitres  then  ruled  in  halls  of  justice)  ecclesiastical  ingenuity. 
Before,  however,  the  int^jity  of  this  new  method  of 
unfettering  perpetual  ent^ls  was  finally  and  completely 
established,  it  was  doomed  to  encounter,  in  the  perverse- 
ness  of  the  human  will,  a  trial  of  its  inseparabili^  fix>m  the 
very  essence  of  an  estate-taiL 

But  the  attempted  restraints  upon  the  liberty  of  suffering 
common  recoveries,  will  more  properly  engage  our  attenticm, 
when  we  have  remarked  somewhat  upon  another  mode  of 
barring  estates-tail,  and  upon  the  methods  of  destroying 
entails  in  copyhold  lands. 
Of  thedestrne.  The  method  of  unfettering  estates-tail  of  freehold  lands 
by  fine.  to  which  allusion  is  made,  was  that  hjjine,  which  has  been 

described  to  be,  an  amicable  agreement  or  composition  of 
a  suit,  whether  real  or  fictitious,  between  the  demandant 
and  tenant,  with  the  consent  of  the  judges,  and  enrolled 

(«)  2  Com.  116.  and  costom  have  ghren  OQunon  re. 

(9)  *'It  18  true,  prmiorU  ut  jut  coreriet  a  unction,  ftc**— Pig.  Reoor. 

dietf  non  eomden^  and  this  altering  8  :  md  9uU,  ib,  21,  where  a  coamcm 

of  tlie  law,  and  evading  the  Statute  of  recovery  is  qiokcn  of  ai  '*  a  convey- 

Westmintter  2,  leemi  to  be  a  tak-  ance  excepted  out  of  the  statute  Jh 

ing  away  the  force  of  a  positive  law  doiuB,  by  oonstnictioa  of  law.** 
without  the  legislative  power,  but  use 
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aawDg  the  records  of  die  Court,  where  the  suit  is  com- 
menced; by  whicli  lands  and  tenements  are  transferred 
fitnn  one  peraoii  to  another,  or  any  other  settlement  is 
made  lelating  to  lanclfi  and  tenements,  (to) 

lines,  though  of  an  earlier  origin  than  common  recoveries,  Kot  admitted 
did  not  legally  operate  as  a  bar  to  estates-tail,  until  long  ^i^J^^  ^ 
a&er  the  dme  when  that  eflPect  was  allowed  to  the  latter.        f^l_^, 

Ine  operation  of  fines  on  estates-tail  is  entirely  statutory ;  j^^^  ,g^ 
wberesB  that  of  recsoveries  was  established  by  the  judges  ^^^h  ^y 

.  statute 

nidioot  any  le^islatiYe  sanction,  though  that  sanction  has 
been  indirectly  accorded  by  subsequent  enactments.  Prior 
to  the  statute  4  Hen.  7,  c.  24,  fines  by  tenants  in  tail 
woiked  a  diMConiinuance  of  the  estate  tail,  and  put  the 
issue  to  their  fcnrmedon;  nor  did  that  statute  expresjtly 
impart  to  such  fines  any  greater  force,  or  give  them  any 
additional  effect.  Some  ambiguous  expressions  in  that  act, 
however,  gave  rise  to  the  question ;  and  in  the  19th  year  of 
Henry  the  Eoghth,  it  was  decided  that  the  issue  was  barred 
by  such  a  fine  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  4  Hen.  7.  {x) 
Doubts  arising  as  to  the  correctness  of  this  decision,  the 
statute  32  Hen.  8,  c.  36,  was  passed,  by  which  it  was 
enacted,  that  a  fine  with  proclamations,  levied  of  any  lands, 
entailed  to  the  person  levying  such  fine,  or  to  any  of  his 
ancestors^  should  bar  such  person  and  his  heirs,  claiming 
by  force  of  such  entail  Thus  we  see  the  Legislature  itself 
repealed  that  clause  of  the  statute  De  donitf  which  expressly 
enacted,  that  a  fine  levied  of  an  estate-tail  should  be  void, 
and  the  formidable  structure  of  inalienable,  unbarrable, 
perpetuity  erected  by  that  statute,  was  thoroughly  razed 
to  its  foundations. 

It  only  remains  to  be  observed  that  fines  do  not  destroy  ^mn  do  not 
the  remainderB  or  reversion  expectant  on  the  estate-tail,  J^j**"    j 
but  only  create  a  base  fee,  to  continue  so  long  as  there  are  rereraions. 
issue  inheritable  to  the  estate-tail :  therefore,  a  clear  fee- 

(v)  5  Cm.  Dig.  10.  Bro.  Ab.  tit.   Fiiie,    pL  1.     Dyer, 

(x)  Y«v  Book,  19  HeiL  8,  6  b.      3  a. 
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simple  can  only  be  acquired  by  means  of  a  fine,  in  cases 
where  the  tenant  in  tail  is  entitled  to  the  leveision  or 
remainder  in  fee,  in  which  the  base  fee  created  by  the  fine 
may  mei^ge. 


Section  IL 


Methods  of 

destroying 

customary 

estates-tail, 

▼arions. 


The  various  modes  of  disentailing  Copyhold  property. 

The  customary  modes  of  barring  entails  in  copyhold 
lands  (when  the  custom  allows  of  their  creation)  were,  until 
a  recent  period  {y\  very  diversified. 

The  first  was  by  surrender  merely  ;  in  support  of  which, 
it  seems,  there  was  no  necessity  for  a  special  custom,  and  in 
the  absence,  therefore,  of  a  custom  pointing  to  any  other 
mode  of  disentailing  lands,  this  was  the  proper  one  to  be 
resorted  to.  Another  mode  of  barring  entails  in  copyhold 
lands,  was  hj  customary  recovery  suffered  in  the  lord's  Court, 
which  must  have  had  the  like  forms  as  were  observed  in  a 
recovery  of  lands  of  fi*eehold  tenure ;  but  this  mode  mu8t» 
it  seems,  have  been  authorized  by  a  special  custom*  A 
third  mode  of  barring  customary  entails  was,  by,  what  was 
technically  cdXeAy  forfeiture  and  regranty  which  proceeded 
upon  a  custom  for  the  tenant  in  tail  to  commit  a  forfeiture, 
whereupon  the  lord,  after  making  proclamations,  seized  the 
copyhold,  and  then  re-granted  it  to  the  copyholder,  and  his 
heirs,  or  otherwise  according  to  his  direction.  This  mode  of 
disentailing  customary  lands,  also  required  a  custom  in  sup- 
port of  it  A  surrender  to  the  use  of  a  wiU  has  also  been 
allowed  the  effect  of  barring  an  entail,  as  well  as  of  ac* 
complishing  the  particular  object  contemplated  by  it,  A 
plaint  in  the  nature  of  a  fine  in  the  customary  Court,  was 

(y)  The  reader  will  perceive  that      modes  of  unfettering  entuls  formerly 
the  coorse  and  order  of  this  Treatise      existing,  although  since  superseded, 
require  a  notice,  however  brief,  of  the 
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also  an  efifectoal  bar  to  an  estate^tail,  provided  there  was  a 

spedal  custom  authoriziDg  it,  but  not  otherwise.      Such  a 

fine  bad  no  force  under  the  statute,  4  Hen.  7,  as  it  was  not 

levied  parsnant  to  it,  or  in  conformity  with  its  provisions. 

Any  one  of  these  modes  of  barring  customary  entails  might 

have  been  concurrent  ^th  any  other  of  them,  as,  for  example, 

a  custom  to  bar  by  surrender  was  not  inconsistent  with  the 

existence  of  a  custom  to  bar  by  common  recovery  in  the 

same  manor. 

In  regard  to  equitable  entails,  the  rule  was,  that  the  cus- 
tomary mode  of  barring  the  entail  of  the  legal  state  of  copy* 
hold  lands,  must  be  observed  in  barring  the  equitable  en- 
tail of  such  lands. 

Some  doubt  appeals  to  have  existed  whether  an  estate-  Of  the  effect  of 
tail  in  copyhold  lands  might  have  been  barred  by  a  fine,  by  tenants 
with  proclamations  levied  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  hoi^j^^i^^^^ 
either  of  the  legal  or  the  equitable  interest ;  it  being  urged.  Court  of  Com- 
on  the  one  hand,  that  the  freehold  interest  in  the  lands  is 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  of  Westminster  Hall ; 
and,  on  the  other,  that  a  fine  by  a  copyholder  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  would  be  voi^  on  account  of  his  inability 
either  to  implead  or  be  impleaded  in  that  Court,  in  respect 
of  his  copyhold  lands.  In  the  writer's  view,  the  civil 
process  of  every  copyholder  in  respect  of  his  customary 
tenements,  must  be  brought  by  plaint  or  bill  to  the  lord  in 
his  Court ;  and  as  a  fine  was  but  a  composition  of  a  suit,  there 
does  not  appear  any  valid  ground  of  distinction  between  a 
fine  levied  of  copyhold  land,  and  of  land  of  the  tenure 
of  ancient  demesne ;  of  which  latter,  it  is  well  known,  a 
fine  could  never  properly  be  levied  in  the  Court  of  Common 


in 

r. 

e 


It  seems  to  have  been  always  considered  clear  that  a  And  of  similmr 

commo 
covery. 


e(n»mtm  recovery  in  the  Courts  of  Westminster  sufiered  of  ®*^™'^'*  '^ 


copyhold  lands;,  would  not  be  a  good  bar  to  an  estate-tail ; 
since  a  customary  recovery  was  the  usually-prescribed  mode 
of  barring  an  entail  in  a  copyhold. 
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Section  IIL 


of  barring 
etUtet-Uil. 


I%e  Jisuranees  mbsHtuted  &y  8  ^  4  Guk  4>  c.  74. 

NecesBtjr  for  The  cunibroufl  and  expensive  character  of  the  modea  of 
in  the  methods  barring  estatcs-tail,  invented  to  evade,  or  established  on  the 
ruins  of,  the  statute  De  donis  conditionalibus,  and  the  arbi- 
trary and  uncertain  methods  of  destroying  customary  entails, 
prevalent  in  different  copyhold  manors,  led  the  way  fi>r  the 
adoption  of  a  more  uniform,  easy,  and  simple  system  of  un- 
fettering entailed  property.  The  evil  of  the  existence  of 
perpetual  unbarrable  entails  in  any  species  of  property  being 
admitted,  little  reason  could  be  shown  for  making  resort  to 
modes  of  escape  fix>m  that  evil  as  uninviting  as  possible ; 
nor  could  any  intelligent  approval  be  given  to  disentuling 
assurances  founded  on  fictions  and  stratagems  unreasonable 
in  theory,  and  ludicrous  in  their  practical  application.  That 
which  might  have  sufficed  as  a  salvo  to  the  consciences  of 
judges  for  evading  a  Legislative  enactment,  whilst  paying  a 
tribute  to  the  spirit  of  their  age,  ceased  to  be  invested  with 
any  such  adventitious  sanctity,  after  successive  Legislatures 
had,  in  various  ways  and  degrees,  recognised  the  current 
evasions  of  a  law,  whose  influence  was  admitted  to  be  hurt- 
ful, but  which,  moral  strength  seemed  wanting,  to  subvert, 
upon  grounds  other  than  fictitious.  Reason  demanded 
modes  of  unfettering  entails ;  and  absurdity  was  the  charac- 
teristic of  such  as  were  mostly  in  use. 

The  issue  of  consideradons  such  as  these,  was  the  simul- 
taneous abolition,  by  statute  3  &  4  GuL  4,  c.  74,  of  com- 
mon recoveries  and  fines,  and  all  the  awkward  apparatus 
for  disentailing  copyhold  lands,  except  the  mode  by  sur- 
render. The  substituted  assurances  are,  in  the  case  of 
freehold  estates-tail,  whether  l^al  or  equitable,  a  simple 
deed  enrolled  in  Chanceiy  within  six  months  fix)ni  its  date; 
and  in  regard  to  entails  of  the  legal  estate  in  copyh<dds,  a 


Altention 
effected  by  3 
&  4  Gal.  4, 
c74. 
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covniDon  surrender^  and  of  the  equitable  interest  in  lands 
of  the  same  tenure,  a  deed  entered  on  the  Court  rolls  of  the 
manor,  or  a  surrender. 

Tlins  have  disappeared  from  the  catologue  of  l^;al  per- 
fbrmances,  fictidous  recompences,  mysterious  vouchings  to 
watranty,  unreal  compositions  of  suits  never  instituted,  and 
pietended  le-grsnts  upon  forfeitures  never  committed,  with 
the  numerous  train  of  actores  fabuiarum  appropriate  to 
each*  But,  at  the  same  time,  from  a  remembrance  of  the 
vast  benefits  conferred  through  the  instrumentality  of  these 
departed  products  of  lq;al  ingenuity,  (all  artificial  though 
they  were)  in  removing  the  evils  of  perpetuity  of  entail,  let 
our  elegy  be — *^  peace  to  their  ashes.'' 
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CHAPTER  IV. 

OF  THE  FIRST  ATTEMPTS  TO  RESTBICT  THE  LEGAL  POWER  OF 
ALIENATION,  BY  CONDITIONS  AND  I^MITATIONS  RESTRAIN- 
INQ  THE  UNFETTERma  OF  ESTATES-TAIL, 

Prcfatoi^  Strange  as  it  may  seem,  an  efiectual  method  had  no 

o    rvauoiu.     gooner  been  invented  for  fireeing  estates-tail  from  the  fetters 

of  unbarrableness,  than  some  men  seemed  eagerly  desirous 
of  reimposing  them,  in  the  shape  of  conditions  or  limitations 
annexed  to  or  engrafted  upon  the  estate  in  tail  at  the  time 
of  its  creation,  determining  it  on  any  attempt  being  made  to 
bar  or  destroy  it  These  may,  indeed,  be  regarded  as  the 
firBt  direct  attempts  of  which  we  have  any  information,  at 
the  creation  of  interests  in  property,  the  effect  of  which 
would  be  its  total  abstraction  from,  or  loss  for  the  purposes 
of  commerce.  The  perpetuity  of  entidl  consequent  on  the 
statute  De  donis  was  a  shackle  on  alienation  imposed  by 
the  Leffulaiure,  in  opposition  to  the  genius  and  spirit  of 
the  Common  law,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  regarded  as  an 
exemplification  of  the  private  exercise  of  the  legal  power 
of  alienation,  in  a  manner  detrimental  to  its  future  unre- 
stricted enjoyment.  An  interest,  consequentiy,  belongs  to 
these  incipient  exertions  of  men  to  enchain  their  property, 
in  a  perpetuity  of  scttiement  or  line  of  transmission,  pecu- 
liarly their  own. 
At  Ant  doubt-  Some  conflict  of  opinion  appears  to  have  first  existed 
conditionr  respecting  the  validity  of  conditions  restrictive  of  alienation, 
thcri*  1i"ff  annexed  to  estates-tail ;  and  the  preponderance  of  authority 
barring  estates-  may  evcu  be  siud  to  havc  favoured  the  view  of  their  legality. 

tail  were  good.  o       J 
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In  the  leign  of  Elizabeth^  however,  it  was  definitely  settled  Afterwards 
thai  die  privilege  of  levying  a  fine  or  suffering  a  recovery  such  rigfat  is 
wasas  mheieni  in  an  estate-tail,  as  a  power  of  alienation  ||^^^}° 
in  an  estate  in  fee-simple;  and  that,  therefore,  any  pro- 
lulntion  of  the  exercise  of  that  privilege  was  to  be  regarded 
as  xepognant  to  the  nature  of  the  estate,  and,  consequently, 
void.     Thos,   to  mention  but  one  authority,  a  testator 
devised  (sr)  lands  to  several  daughters  successively  in  tail, 
with  a  proviso  that  if  any  of  them  should  conclude  and 
^;ree  to  or  ibr  the  doing  or  execution  of  any  act  or  devise 
whereby  the  lands  entailed,  or  any  estate  or  remainder 
thereof  should  by  any  ways  or  means  be  discontinued, 
aliened,  or  put  away  fit>m  the  person  or  persons  to  whom 
the  same  were  devised,  or  should  wiUingly  or  advisedly 
do  any  act  or  thing  whereby  the  said  lands  might  not 
descend,  remain,  or  come,  as  limited  by  the  will,  that  then 
the  daughter  or  daughters  so  concluding  and  agreeing  to 
and  for  the  doing  and  execution  of  any  such  act  or  devise 
as  aforesaid  should,  immediately  after  such  conclusion  and 
^jreementy  lose  and  forfeit  all  such  estate  and  benefit  as 
she  or  they  might  have  or  claim,  in  such  manner  as  if  she 
or  they  had  never  been  named  in  the  will,  and  that  thence- 
forth the  estate  and  estates  given  to  her  or  them  should 
utterly  cease  and  be  determined,  as  if  she  or  they  were 
dead  without  heir  of  her  or  their  bodies.     The  first  devisee 
in  tail  agreed  to  suffer  a  common  recovery,  and  suffered 
one  accoitUngly ;  upon  which  the  devisee  next  in  remainder 
claimed  the  estate,  as  forfeited  under  the  proviso.    It  was 
adjudg^d^  however,  that  tenant  in  tail  cannot  be  restrained 
by  any  condition  or  limitation  firom  suffering  a  recovery ; 
and  it  was  also  laid  down  that  the  levying  a  fine  within  the 
statute  4  Hen.  7,  c.  24,  and  32  Hen.  8,  c.  36,  in  bar  of  the 
isBoe,  was  among  those  incidents  to  an  estate-tail,  which 
could  not  be  restrained  by  condition. 

(*)  Mmry  I\frii»gttm*%  case,  10  Rep.  37. 
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In  whaterer 
form  the  re- 
ttrictioD  is 
attempted,  it 
will  be  void. 


Restrictions  upon  the  power  of  alienation  by  tenant 
in  tail  have  been  attempted  in  various  forms,  but  they  have 
as  frequently  met  with  a  repulse.  And  it  is  evident  that 
no  other  rule  could  have  been  adopted  in  lefeience  to 
them,  unless  the  judges  were  willing  to  see  their  own 
scheme  for  unfettering  estates-tail  rendered  abortive,  by 
the  mere  annexation  to  them  of  restrictive  provisoes  of  the 
kind  under  connderatioiL  Mr.  Butler  (a)  has  thus  briefly 
summed  up  the  results  of  decided  authorities  upon  the 
subject  That  the  power  to  suflfer  a  common  recovexy  cannot 
be  restrained  by  condition,  appears  by  Ca  Lit  233  b,  234  a, 
and  Sonday^s  case,  9  Rep.  128.  That  it  cannot  be  re- 
strained by  limitation,  appears  by  Cro.  Jac  696,  Foy  Y.Hinde, 
and  by  Sonday^s  case,  and  other  books.  That  it  cannot  be 
restrained  by  cuitom,  appears  by  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Shaw, 
in  Carter,  6  and  22.  That  it  cannot  be  restrained  by 
recogniiance,  or  by  statute,  appears  by  PooTs  case,  cited 
in  Moore,  810.  That  it  cannot  be  restrained  by  covenant, 
appears  in  the  case  of  Collina  v.  Phanmer,  1  P.  Wms,  104. 
That  an  attempt  to  suffer  a  common  recovexy  cannot  be 
restrained,  iq>pear8  by  Corbel's  case,  in  1  Rep.  83,  MUd- 
may's  case,  6  Rep.  40,  and  the  case  of  Pierce  v.  fFise,  in 
Ventr.  321.  And  that  a  conclusion  to  suffer  a  common 
recovery  cannot  be  restrained,  appean  by  Mary  PortimgUnCs 
case,  in  10  Rep.  55.  To  these  it  may  be  added,  that  the 
power  of  tenant  in  tail  to  suflier  a  common  recovery  cannot 
be  restrained  by  bond;  {b)  and  that  a  trust  to  raise  a  sum 
of  money  in  the  event  of  alienation  by  tenant  in  tail  is  also 
void,  (c) 


(a)  Note  to  Co.  Litt. 

(6)  It  seems  a  question,  howerer, 
whether  the  oUigor  does  not  incur  a 
ptnoiud  liability  ou  his  bond,  in  case 
of  alienation ;  the  act  contemplated 
by  the  condition,  not  being  mabim  in 
M,  but  only  maban  proki^UMm.    The 


like  obsarration  appUas  to  a  oovaaant 
See  on  this  subject  Co.  Litt.  206  K 
CoBuu  V.  Plmmmtr,  1  P.  Wma.  104 ; 
2Veni.635.  Randell  on  PerpetuHy, 
55,56. 

(c)  Mmnwwriitg  T.  BaxUr,  5  Yes. 
456. 
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It  may,  too,  be  laid  down,  that  all  similar  restrictions 

upon  the  ii{^t  of  tenant  in  tail  to  levy  a  fine  are  as  invaUd, 

M  when  applied  to  his  power  of  sufferii^  a  reooveiy. 

And  it  is  to  be  obaesrved^  in  reoard  to  copyhold  tenure,  lliis  power 

.,   equally  be- 
wherever  the  tenure  warrants  the  creation  of  an  estate-tail,  longitocns. 

i  light  of  barring  or  destroying  it,  follows  as  a  necessary  iHa^o^"^^ 

inddent  to  such  estate,  and,  consequently,  any  restriction  f^^^^ 

iqMm  the  exercise  of  that  power,  whether  by  an  alleged 

custom,   or  by  limitation  or  condition  in  the  assurance 

creating  the  entail,  is  void  as  tending  to  a  perpetui^. 

As  equity  follows  the  law  upon  the  point  of  destructibili^  RestnctioM  on 

of  estates-tail,  it  follows  that,  not  only  in  the  case  of  express  also  in  equHj. 

or  direct  trusts,  but  also  of  trusts  executory,  or  trusts  to  be 

m(»e  fully  declared  or  carried  out  by  a  future  settlement, 

any  attempt  to  restrict  this  inherent  right  of  tenant  in  tail, 

wiD  not  be  pennitted  to  have  effect,  whether  in  the  form 

of  direction,  condition,  limitation,  clause  of  forfeiture,  or 

otherwise. 

inseparable  jMivilege  of  estates-tail,  however,  does  Bat  tenant  for 


not  extend  to  nullify  provisions  debarring  persons  having  debwr^d  from 
lifeHnterests  fix>m  concurring  with  a  tenant  in  tail  in  re-  l^f  ilTtldl  m 
mainder  in  destruction  of  the  entail  duriiur  the  continuance  i;emainder  in 

destruction  of 

of  the  estate  for  life.     It  is  necessary  for  a  tenant  in  tail  the  entaU 

in  remainder  to  obtain  the  concurrence  of  the  owner  of  the  ]^^  " 

preceding  life-estate,  in  order  to  an  effectual  bar  of  his 

estate-tail;   but  there  is  no  inherent  right  in  the  tenant 

fer  life  to  have  the  power  of  so  concurring.     Accordingly, 

in  a  recent  case,  (li)  the  Court  of  Chancery  gave  effect  to 

a  trust  executory,  containii^  a  provision  against  the  tenant 

fer  life,  (whom  the  testator  seemed  to  have  mistaken  for 

a  tenant  in  tail,)  alienating  the  femily  estate,  (by  reference 

to  the  limitations  of  which,  the  devised  property  was  directed 

to  be  settled)  by  decreeing  that  the  estates  devised  should 

be  vested  in  trustees  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life, 


(^   fflotitmon  f.  Burramt,  1  Sin.  512. 
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in  trust  for  him ;  which  provision  would  obviously  disable 
him,  hy  any  act  during  his  life,  from  aliening,  or  concurrmg 
in  an  alienation  of  the  estates ;  the  remainders  to  be  limited 
in  them,  being  legal,  and  the  case  arising  prior  to  the  Act 
for  Abolishing  Fines  and  Recoveries.  It  must  be  observed, 
however,  in  reference  to  cases  falling  within  the  operation 
of  3  &  4  GuL  4,  c  74,  that  the  only  modes  by  which  a 
tenant  in  tail  in  remainder  can  be  debarred  from  destroying 
the  estate-tail  and  remainders,  before  the  former  comes  into 
possession,  are  the  limitation  of  a  prior  estate  for  years  not 
determinable  on  lives,  no  freehold  interest  being  vested  in 
any  other  person;  and  (as  it  should  seem)  a  limitation 
expressly  determining  the  particular-estate,  (of  whatever 
nature,)  on  its  owner  concurring  with  the  remunder-man 
in  tail  in  a  destruction  of  the  entail ;  which  does  not  seem 
to  be  a  '*  device,  shift,  or  contrivance,"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  36th  section  of  the  before-mentioned  statute. 
Right  to  Notwithstanding  the  abolition  of  fines  and  recoveries,  and 

dfsentidlinff^  the  &ct  that  the  assurances  substituted  for  them  do  not 
■•^UJ"®^  enjoy  a  like  intrinsic  force  and  operation,  there  can  be  no 
sepantble  from  doubt  that  any  attempted  restriction  upon  the  power  of 
exercising  the  new  modes  of  unfettering  entails  will  be 
deemed  as  endrely  objectionable  and  void,  as  were  all 
restraints  upon  the  right  of  tenant  in  tail  to  levy  a  fine  or 
sufier  a  recovery.  Indeed,  the  new  disentailing  assurances 
may  be  considered  in  this  respect  as  of  superior  importance ; 
inasmuch  as  the  L^slature  has  directly  annexed  the  power 
of  executing  them  to  the  estate  of  tenant  in  tail;  which 
certainly  could  not  be  predicated  equally  of  a  common 
recovery,  under  the  old  system  of  destroying  entails. 
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CHAPTEE  V. 

0F  THB  UBE8  TBIOR  TO  THE  STATUTE  27  HEN.  8,  WHICH 
OFBBATED  ADVEBSELY  TO  THE  RULES  OF  THE  COMMON 
LAW. 

Of  Uses  prior  to  the  statute  of  27  lien.  8,  generally  Scope  of  the 
known  as  the  Statute  of  Usesy  it  will  be  necessary  here  to  ^i^iu  with 
say  no  nxne  than  will  suffice  to  trace  their  connection  with  ^^*  ^ 
the  Tarioos  modifications  of  Uses  since  the  statute,  to  which 
the  laws  against  remoteness  are  especially  applicable.    With 
the  cxigin  of  Uses  as  invented  by  ingenious  ecclesiastics,  for 
die  purpose  of  evading  the  rigorous  enactments  of  the 
sCatotes  of  Mortmain ;  with  the  immunities  enjoyed  by  cettui 
qme  fue  from  the  various   services  and  feodal  liabilities 
attendant  on  legal  tenure ;  and  with  the  progressive  assimi- 
lation of  Uses  to  the  Common  law  of  the  land ;  it  is  here 
agsimied  that  the  learned  reader  is  well  conversant     Our 
present  object  will  be,  to  bestow  a  short  notice  on  those 
fimitatkyns  of  Uses  prior  to  the  statute,  which  Chancery 
allowed  in  derogation  of  the  rules  of  the  ancient  Common 
Imw,  and  which,  being,  by  the  statute,  converted  into  legal 
estates,    originated  the   necessity  for  the   salutaiy  rules 
forming  the  subjects  of  consideration  in  the  following  pages. 

On  inquiring  into  the  modes  of  limiting  Uses  before  the  Chief  cha- 
fltatnte  of  Hen.  8,  no  feature  is  more  striking  than  the  ums  before 
xmar  contrariety  between  the  strict,  undeviating,  and  well-  J^  ^^  ^*'^-  ®» 
defined  rules  of  the  Common  law,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  disregard  of 
entire  absence  of  any  regular  forms  or  rules,  according  to  of  the  com- 

„  moil  law. 
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which  Uses  should  be  modified  or  modelled,  on  the  other,  {e) 

The  Court  of  Chanceiy  seems  to  have  had  but  one  object 

in  its  administration  of  Uses ;  and  that,  (certainly  one  which 

defied  all  rule  or  form)  the  giving  complete  effect  to  the 

expressed   or  implied   intentions  of  donors  or  testators, 

however  whimsical,  capricious,  or  opposed  to  the  rules  of 

the  Common  law. 

Tbe  different         Not  only  was  the  use  disposable  by  will  (which,  doubtless, 

of  estates         ^^  &  beneficial  innovation),  but  by  way  of  use,  a  freehold 

the*  doctrine^  ^^  made  to  Commence  infuturo  ;  a  fee  to  be  limited  on  or 

Uses  which       after  a  fee ;  and  one  estate  to  be  defeated,  and  another  to 

were  ODPOBod 

to  the  roles  of  arise  before  the  natural  expiration  of  the  first  (/)  Each  of 
law.  '^""^^  these  three  modifications  of  estates,  the  reader  will  remember, 
was  disallowed  at  Common  law :  the  first,  because  the  finee- 
hold  could  never  be  in  abeyance :  the  second,  because  as 
the  law  knew  no  higher  estate  than  a  fee-simple,  nothing 
remained  to  be  limited  over,  after  it  was  once  diposed  of; 
and  also  no  estate  at  Common  law  could  be  determined 
otherwise  than  by  condition  or  natural  expiration,  and  on  e^ 
condition  no  further  estate  could  be  limited  to  any  other 
person :  the  third,  because  the  Common  law  regarded  no 
future  interest  other  than  as  a  remainder ;  and  a  remainder 
must  wait  for  the  natural  and  regular  determination  of  the 
particular-estate.  To  exemplify  these  several  classes:— A. 
might  make  a  feofiment  to  B.  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  of  C. 
and  his  heirs,  on  his  marriage,  or  after  seven  years,  or  other 
future  period  or  event  So,  A.  might  covenant  to  stand 
seised  to  the  use  of  B.  and  his  heirs,  at  any  such 
future  fixed  period,  or  on  the  happening  of  any  such  fiiture 
event  These  are  instances  of  the  first  kind  of  limitations : 
the  interest  of  C,  in  the  one  case,  and  of  B.,  in  the  other^ 
were  allowed  to  spring  up,  independently,  at  a  distance  of 
time ;  it  being  settled  that  a  future  interest  might  be  created 
in  the  first  instance,  the  grantor  retuning   the  entire  inr 

(e)  1  Cm.  Dig.  438.  30.     13  Rep.  48.    Jtenk.  Cent  8, 

(/)  Bro.  Ah.  tit.  Feoff,  al  Use^pl.      52.    Bm.  Read.  Uses,  18. 
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hentmoe,  determinable  on  the  happening  of  the  event  upon 
wluch  the  futtune  ose  was  to  arise.    And  so,  again,  A.  might 
make  a  feoffment  to  B.,  to  the  use  of  B.  and  his  heirs,  pro- 
vided that  on  the  death  of  A.,  or  the  marriage  of  C,  the 
estate  should  remain  to  the  use  of  C.  and  his  heirs.     Here, 
B.  took  a  fee-eimple,  determinable  on  the  happening  of  the 
fiitnie  event,  when  the  use  in  &vor  of  C.  arose,  in  defiance 
of  the  rule  of  the  Common  law,  which  would  not  admit  of 
'  a  remunder  after  a  fee-simple.    True,  it  was  a  fee^mple 
deierminablet  but  still,  even  on  such  an  estate,  the  Common 
law  did  not  allow  any  other  to  be  grafted,  but  gave  a  right 
of  entry  only  to  the  grantor  or  his  representatives,  on  the 
happening  of  the  specified  event,  under  a  condition  reserved 
finr  the  purpose  in  the  deed.     And,  agun,  A.  might  make  a 
feoffinent  to  B.  for  his  life,  provided  that  after  the  decease 
of  C,  or  D.'s  return  firom  Rome,  the  land  should  go  to  D. 
in  tail,  or  in  fee.   In  such  a  case,  we  see  that  the  future  use 
mi^t  take  effect  by  the  happening  of  the  specified  event, 
before  the  regular  determination  of  the  first  estate,  in  oppo- 
flkioa  to  the  rule,  that  every  remainder  must  wait  for  the 
natural  expiration  of  the  particular-estate,  and  not  operate 
to  defeat  or  divest  it.     And  not  only  might  these  fiiture 
interests  be  created  directly  by  means  of  Uses  in  the  original 
instrument,  but  also  a  Power  might  be  reserved  to  the 
grantor  or  some  other  person,  of  altering  all  or  any  of  the 
Uses,  and  of  limiting  others  at  a  future  period,  (g)  and 
which  subetituted  Uses  were  all  allowed  the  same  latitude  of 
operation,  as  those  originally  limited  in  the  instrument 
creating  the  Power.     Here,  again,  was  an  innovation  on  the 
strictness  of  the  ancient  Common  law,  which  would  only 
allow  a  deed  of  defeasance  coeval  with  the  grant  itself,  or  a 
condition  actually  contained  in  it,  upon  events  specifically 
menrioned.   ^  This  Power,"  says  Lord  Coke^  "  being  coupled 
with  an  Use  ifl  allowed  to  be  good  and  not  repugnant  to 

O)  Co.  Litt  237.    3  Cba.  Ca.66. 

E  2 
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the  former  estates*  Bui  in  case  of  a  feoffment  or  other 
conveyance,  whereby  the  feoffee  or  grantee,  &c,  is  in  by  the 
Common  law,  such  power  were  merely  repugnant  and 
*  void."  (A)  And,  lastly,  the  Court  of  Chanceiy  allowed, 
through  the  medium  of  Uses,  the  limitation  of  a  fineehold 
remainder  in  contingency  after  a  preceding  estate  for  years, 
on  the  ground  that  the  feoffees  remained  tenants  of  the  l^^al 
freehold,  and  that  their  estate  supported  the  remainder,  (t) 
Such  was  the  system  of  Uses  as  administered  by  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  prior  to  the  statute  of  27  Hen.  8 ; 
a  system,  which,  while  it  scrupulously  attended  to  and  care- 
fiilly  consulted  the  conveniences  and  necessities  of  &milies, 
was  distinguished  by  nothing  more  than  its  entire  disregard 
of  the  strict  and  undeviating  rules  of  the  ancient  Common 
law  of  the  land. 

(A)  Ca  Liu.  237.    1  Rep.  135,  a.        (t)  F.  C.  B.  234, 
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CHAPTER  VL 

OF  THS   STATUTE  OF   UBE8  ;    AND  ITS  EFFECT  IN  CREATINQ 
8FRINGING5   SHIFTIKG^  AND  FUTURE   USES* 

Notwithstanding  the  many  statutes  by  which  it  was 
attempted  to  subject  Uses  to  the  rules  of  the  Common 
law,  the  mischiefi  and  abuses  that  resulted  from  them 
increased  to  such  an  extent,  that  the  application  of  an 
extensive  and  adequate  remedy  became  a  matter  of  absolute 
necessity.  The  previous  statutes,  remedying  some  of  the 
inconveniences  attendant  on  Uses,  had  but  palliated  the 
growing  grievance,  and  afforded  scope  for  the  exercise  of 
the  same  ingenuity  in  evading  their  provisions,  which  had 
been  exemplified  in  the  original  invention  of  Uses. 

The  result  of  long-continued  experience  of  their  evils.  The  oonTonion 
was  the  famous  statute  of  27  Hen*  8,  c.  10,  commonly  f^S'^wby 
called  the  StaiiUe  of  Uses^  which  enacted,  that  where  any  ^  ^^  ^^^ 
peraon  or  persons  stood  or  were  seised,  or  at  any  time 
thereafter,  should  happen  to  be  seised,  of  and  in  any  honors, 
or  other  hereditaments,  to  the  use,  confidence,  or  trust  of 
any  other  person  or  persons,  or  of  any  body  politic,  by  any 
manner  of  means  whatsoever  it  should  be,  that  in  every 
SQch  case,  all  such  person  and  persons,  and  bodies  politic, 
that  had,  or  thereafter  should  have,  any^such  use,  confidence, 
or  trust,  in  fee-simple,  fee-t^l,  for  term  of  life,  or  for  years, 
or  otherwise,  or  any  use,  confidence,  or  trust,  in  remainder 
or  reverter,  should  firom  thenceforth  stand  and  be  seised, 
deemed,  and  adjudged,  in  lawfiil  seisin,  estate,  and  possession, 
of  and  in  the  same  honors  and  hereditaments  with  their 
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appurtenances,  to  all  intents,  constructions,  and  purposes 
in  the  law,  of  and  in  such  like  estates  as  they  had  or  should 
have  had  in  use,  trust,  or  confidence,  of  or  in  the  same,  and 
that  the  estate,  title,  right,  and  possession,  that  was  in  such 
person  or  persons,  that  thereafter  should  be  seised  of  any 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  to  the  use,  confidence, 
or  trust,  of  any  such  person  or  persons,  or  of  any  body 
politic,  should  be  fix>m  thenceforth  clearly  deemed  and  ad- 
judged to  be  in  him  or  them  that  had  or  should  have  such 
use,  confidence,  or  trust,  after  such  quality,  manner,  form, 
and  condition,  as  they  had  before  in  or  to  the  use,  con- 
fidence, or  tru3t,  that  was  in  them. 
ConYeyances  The  effect  of  this  important  statute  was,  not  to  abolish 
abolished  by  the  Conveyance  to  Uses,  but  only  to  annihilate  the  inter* 
the  sutute.       vening  estate  of  the  releasee,  and  turn  the  interest  of  cestui 

que  use  into  a  legal  instead  of  an  equitable  ownership,  (k) 
The  intention  of  the  firamers  of  the  statute  was^  evidently, 
die  entire  abolition  of  Uses,  or,  as  was  once  quaintly  re- 
marked, (/)  **  because  Uses  were  so  subtle  and  ungovernable, 
they  have,  with  an  indissoluble  knot,  coupled  and  married 
them  to  the  land,  which,  of  all  the  elements,  is  the  most 
ponderous  and  immoveable." 
aIi^^^UmI         When  the  operation  and  effect  of  the  Statute  of  Uses  first 
were  executed  engaged  the  consideration  of  the  Courts  of  Law,  it  was  held 
not  Hmited^in    by  some  of  the  judges  (fTi)  that  no  Uses  should  be  executed 
wiS'uiTroles    ^^  converted  into  legal  estates  by  the  statute,  which  were 
of  the  Common  limited  against  the  rules  of  the  Common  law,  for  that  it 
appeared  by  the  preamble  of  the  statute,  that  it  was  the 
intent  of  the  makers  of  the  act  to  restore  the  good  and 
ancient  Common  law,  which  was  in  a  manner  subverted 
by  abusive  and  erroneous  Uses,  and  not  to  give  more  privi- 
lege to  the  execution  of  Uses,  than  to  estates  which  were 
executed  by  the  ancient  Common  law. 
This  rigor  But  though  the  Courts  so  far  adhered  to  this  construction 

{k)  2  Bl.  Com.  333.  (m)  1  Rep.  130. 

(0  1  Rep.  124. 
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of  the  statute,  that  the  same  technical  words  of  limitadoD  afterwaHs  de- 
were  and  are  now  required  (n)  in  the  creation  of  estates  P*'***  "^"^ 
through  the  medium  of  Uses,  as  in  the  creation  of  estates  at 
CommoQ   law  ;    ^which  in    Chancery  was    not  necessary 
before  the  statute  ;  (o)  yet  the  various  necessities  of  man- 
kind early  induced  the  judges  to  depart  firom  the  rigor 
and  simplicity  of  the  Common  law,  and  to  allow  a  more 
mmute  and  complex  construction  upon  conveyances  to  Uses 
than  upon  others*      Thus,  advantage  was  soon  taken  of 
an  exprenon  in  the  Statute  of  Uses,  in  order  to  support 
several  of  those  limitations  which  had  been  allowed  by  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  declarations  of  Uses,  so  long  as  they 
were  ^  things  merely  in  trust  and  confidence."  ( jp)     The 
Statute  of  Uses  transfers  the  estate  in  the  land  to  the  cestuis 
que  use^  *'  after  such  quality,  manner,  form,  and  condition  as 
they  had  before  in  or  to  the  use,  confidence,  or  trust,  that 
was  in  them."     Now,  as  we  have  before  8een,(jr)  through 
the  medium  of  declarations  of  Uses  prior  to  the  statute  27 
Hen.  8,  the  Court  of  Chancery  allowed  the  limitation  of  a 
freehold  to  commence  in  fiUuro ;  of  a  fee  to  take  effect 
after  a  fee  previously  limited ;  of  a  fiiture  Use  to  defeat  and 
arise  before  the  natural  expiration  of  a  prior  interest ;   of  a 
Power  of  revocation  and  new  appointment  either  to  the 
grantor  or  a  stranger;  and  of  a  contingent  interest  in  the 
tee  or  fi:eehold  after  a  preceding  term  for  years.      All  these 
limitations  were  in  direct  violation  of  some  of  the  first  prin- 
ciples of  the  Common  law,  and,  obviously,  therefore,  if  in 
audi  cases  the  statute  transferred  the  possession  to  the  cestui 
que  use,  ^  in  the  same  quality,  form,  and  condition,  as  he 
had  in  the  Use,"  the  supposed  construction  would  give  to 
the  statute  the  operation  of  creating  legal  estates  to  which 
the  law  was  previously  a  stranger. 

(m)  1  Bep.  87  b.     1  SuhL  Uses,  Tr.  143  a.     Anon.  Mod  608.     2 

12X     Glib.  Ufcs  and  Tr.,  1st  edit.  Leon.  16. 

7S.  ip)  I  lUp.  87  b. 

(•)  Sngd  note  to  Gilb.  Uws  and  {q)  Vide  stipra,  pp.  50,  51. 
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Except  88  to  With  referenoe,  indeed,  to  the  last  of  the  above-mentioned 

rem^^v  limitations, — that  of  a  contingent  interest  in  the  fee  after 
^BMfor'^em.  *  Preceding  term  for  years, — the  Common  law  rule  requiring 
in  roference  to  that  a  contingent  remainder  of  the  freehold  should  be  pre- 
ancient  rule  Ceded  by  a  particular-estatc  of  freehold  also^  has  beea 
was  preaenred.  pj^ggyy^  ^^  ^^  ground  that  no  estate  remains  in  the 

feoflees  or  releasees  to  Uses,  to  support  the  remainder. 
As,  where  (r)  a  person  conveyed  by  lease  and  release  to 
trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  ninetjr 
nine  years,  remainder  to  the  use  of  trustees  for  twenty** 
five  years,  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  heirs-male  of  his  own 
body,  remainder  to  the  use  of  his  own  right  heiis;  it  was 
held,  that  the  limitation  to  the  heirs-male  of  the  body  of  the 
releasor  was  void,  because  there  was  no  precedii^  estate  of 
freehold  to  support  it  Notwithstanding  the  doctrine  of  the 
necessity  of  a  fireehold  estate  to  support  a  contingent  re- 
mainder by  way  of  Use  since  the  statute,  is  thus  well  estab- 
lished ;  a  writer  (s)  has  laid  it  down  as  setded,  that  in  the 
case  of  a  limitation  to  the  use  of  A*  for  a  term  of  yean,  with 
remainder  to  his  first  unborn  son,  **  the  remainder  would  be 
good,  because  the  contingent  Use  arises  out  of  the  estate  of- 
the  feoffees."  How  such  a  monstrous  dogma  could  find 
its  way  into  a  modem  treatise  is  a  question  not  easy  of 
solution ! 

With  the  exception  just  noticed,  the  Courts  of  law,  in 
process  of  time,  admitted  of  all  those  limitations  in  convey- 
ances to  Uses  nAer  the  statute  of  27  Hen*  8,  which  had 
been  previously  allowed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and 
determined  that  in  such  cases  the  statute  would  transfer  the 
possession  to  the  cestui  que  uie,  "  in  the  same  quality,  form, 
and  condition,  as  he  had  in  the  Use."  And  in  the  r^ulation 
of  these  limitations,  very  many  of  the  rules  before  established 


(r)  Adamt  ▼.  Sapa^,  2  Salk.  679.       Uses  and  Tr.  165.     F.  C.  R.,  284. 
ride   also   Daoieg  v.   Sgmd,  Show.  («)  Randell  on  Perpetuity,  76. 

Pari.  Ca.  104.    Sugd.  note  to  Oilb. 
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in  Eqoity,  were  aLso  adopted  by  the  jadges  of  the  Common 

1.  With  lespect  to  Uses  limited  to  arise  in  fuiuro^  ^'l^^'S^ 
without  any  preceding  estate  to  support  them,  which  are  m/Wm^  or 
uauaDy  called  Springing  or  Contingent  Usei,  it  was  adjudged  ^'^'^'^  *"• 
?ery  diortly  after  the  Statute  of  Uses,  that  the  Use  need 
not  always  be  executed  the  instant  the  conveyance  is  made ; 
but,  that  if  it  cannot  take  effect  at  that  time,  the  operation  of 
the  statute  may  be  postponed  until  the  Use  shall  arise  upon 
some  future  contingency.  (/)  Thus,  where  (u)  J.  M.,  being 
sdaed  of  certfun  lands  in  fee,  levied  a  fine  thereof,  and  by  in* 
denture  declared  the  use  of  the  fine  to  be  to  himself,  and  to 
such  wife  and  wivesas  the  said  J.  M.  should  happen  afterwards 
to  many,  by  whatever  names  she  or  they  might  be  called, 
ibr  and  during  their  natural  lives,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor 
of  them,  with  divers  remainders  over ;  and  afterwards  the 
said  J.  M*  took  to  wife  one  A*,  and  then  died.  Whether 
she  should  take  anything  by  the  said  indenture  or  fine, 
or  not,  waa  the  question ;  and  by  the  opinion  of  JFrag  and 
Meade^  Seijeants,  and  Flowden  and  Onslow,  Solicitors,  she 
ough^  and  thereto  they  subscribed  their  names.  Moore 
states  that,  the  parties  not  being  satisfied  with  this  deter- 
mination, the  case  was  carried  into  the  Court  of  Common 
Fleasi,  where  it  was  adjudged  in  the  same  manner.  And 
abo  where  (9)  a  person  made  a  feoffment,  and  it  was  declared 
by  indenture  that  it  should  be  to  the  use  of  himself  and  A. 
his  wife,  that  should  be,  after  their  marriage,  and  of  the 
heini  of  their  bodies ;  and  he  took  A.  to  wife.  Whether  she 
would  take  by  the  limitation  of  this  Use  was  the  question. 
Coke,  Attorney-General,  contended  that  she  diould  not, 
for,  presently,  by  the  feoflment,  the  fee  was  in  the  husband 
by  the  possession  executed  to  the  Use  which  he  had  before 
the  marriage,  which  could  not,  after  the  marriage,  be  di- 

(f)  Bm,  Ab.  tit.  FeoS,  tl  Use,  (v)  WoodUff  v.  Dnay,  Cro.  Elis. 

S40  a,  pi.  50.    Bk.  Uses,  63.  439. 

(■)  Afattim's  dse.  Dyer,  274,  b. 
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vided,  and  made  an  estate-tail  in  him^  as  he  had  the  fee  in 
him  until  the  marriage ;  for  it  might  have  been  that  the 
marriage  had  never  taken  effect,  and  that  would  have  con- 
founded the  other  Use ;  and  Uses  in  futuro  could  not  arise 
upon  such  future  acts,  for  then  an  Use  would  rise  out  of  an 
Use.  But  all  the  justices  held,  that  although  the  feoffor  be 
seised  in  fee  in  the  meantine,  as  in  truth  he  was,  yet,  by 
the  marriage,  the  new  Use  should  arise  and  vest 

In  Midton^B  case,  and  WoodUff^.  Druryy  the  assurances 
upon  which  the  Uses  were  declared  were  those  which  ope- 
rated a  transmutation  of  possession  ;  but  in  a  more  modem 
case,  (w)  the  doctrine  in  question   was  admitted,  and  a 
freehold  allowed  to  arise  in  futuro,  upon  a  covenant  to 
stand  seised  to  Uses,  under  which  there  is  no  transmutation 
of  possession.     The  distinction  between  Springing  Uses 
limited  in  those  assurances  which  do,  and  those  which  do 
not,  operate   by  transmutation  of  possession,  is,  that  the 
former  arise  out  of  the  seisin  of  the  feoffees  or  releasees  to 
Uses,  and  the  latter,  out  of  the  seisin  of  the  covenantor  or 
bargainor. 
2.  Uses  limit-       2.  As  before  the  Statute  of  Uses,  equity  permitted  a  fe^ 
orupon^a     '    to  be  limited  to  take  effect  after  a  fee,  on  the  happening  of 
^skVH^  ^u* ^^  *°y  specified  event,  so,  now,  it  was  determined,  that  in  such 

cases,  the  statute  executed  the  legal  estate  in  the  same 
manner  as  an  Use  before  subsisted,  (x)  Such  Uses  were 
called  Shifting  or  Secondary  Uses :  and  their  utility  is  such 
that  they  form  the  groundwork  of  most  modern  settlements. 
The  following  is  the  first  case  that  occurred  after  the  statute^ 
in  which  the  validity  of  such  limitations  of  Uses  was  dis- 
cussed.    A  person  made  (y )  a  feoffment  to  the  use  of  W. 

(v)  Rot  ▼.  Tranmer,  2  WiU.  75.  judges  seem  to  have  long  hesiCatied 

{x)  Sir  E.  Suffden,  in  a  note  to  his  whether  they  should    receive  thenv 

edition  of  Gilb.  Uses  and  Tr.,  p.  164,  The  evidence  appears  to  favour  the 

sajfs,  that  Shifting  Uses  were  allowed  former  statement, 

veiy  shortly  after  the  statute ;  while  (y)  Bro.    Abu  tit  Feoff,  al  Use, 

Mr.  Hargrave,  in  a  note  to  Co.  Litt.  339  a,  pi.  30.     1  Roll.  Abr.  415^  pt. 

271,  b,  n.  1,  s.  iii.  2,  states,  that  the  12. 
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and  bis  heits,  until  A.  pud  40iL  to  W.,  and  then  to  the  use 
of  A.  and  bis  beus  ;  A.  paid  the  40L  Some  of  the  judges 
aid,  that  if  A*  entered,  he  would  become  ipso  facto  seised 
in  fee,  for  W.  being  seised  in  the  fee  by  the  Statute  of  Uses, 
A.  iffould  be  able  to  divest  that  fee,  and  transfer  it  to  him- 
self upofn  perfonnanoe  of  the  condition.  Others  were  of 
(^KDion,  that  the  payment  of  the  money  and  the  entry  of 
A«  had  no  eflfect,  without  an  entry  by  the  feoffees,  and 
then,  qudetmque  vid  datd^  the  entry  would  be  good,  and  A 
would  become  seised  according  to  the  terms  of  the  deed. 
To  tins  it  was  added,  that  a  Use  might  change  firom  one 
person  to  another  by  an  act  or  circumstance  ex  poitfaetOf  as 
well  since  as  before  the  statute.  And  so,  where  (s)  A, 
sebed  of  the  manor  of  EL,  made  a  feoffment  of  it,  to  the  use 
of  trustees  and  their  heirs,  upon  condition,  that  if  they  did 
not  pay  10,000iL  in  fifteen  days,  then  it  should  be  to  the  use 
of  the  feoffor  and  M.  his  wife,  remainder  to  Thomas,  their 
second  son,  in  tail,  with  divers  remainders  over.  The  money 
was  not  paid ;  and  it  was  resolved  that  the  Uses  arose,  and 
that,  after  the  death  of  the  feoffor  and  his  wife,  Thomas,  the 
second  son,  was  well  entitled  to  the  land.  Thus  was  another 
species  of  l^al  estate  introduced  by  the  Statute  of  Uses,  in 
to  that  rule  of  the  ancient  Common  law,  which 
validity  to  any  limitation  of  a  fee,  to  take  effect  after, 
or  in  derogation  of  a  previous  fee.  (a) 

3.     Another    species  of  limitations,  upon  which    the  3.  Uses  limited 
Statute  of  Uses  operates,  and  also  denominated  Shifting  ^p^^'''' 
Uses,  is,  where  a  particular-estate,  as  for  life,  or  in  tail,  is  ^'^^f^^* 
limited,   with  a  subsequent  estate  to  take  effect  in  pos-  Skiftingf  Umu 
aeanon  on  an  event  which  may  operate  in  derogation, 
abridgment,    or  exclusion,  of  the  first  estate,  instead  of 
awMting  its  r^ular  expiration  or  determination.  (6)    As,  if 

(2)  Arveff   ▼.   Lmcos,  Moo.  99.  (6)  F.  C.   R.,  273—276.      Vid^ 

1  LeoD.  264.     Pollezf.  76.     1 0  Mod.  Dyer,  3 1 4,  pi.  96.     Moo.  99,  pi.  243. 

423.  Ley,  54.     2  Leon.  16.     1  Roll.  Abr. 

(a)  Dyer,  23  a,  pi.   12.     3  Cha.  415.    Sogd.  note  to  Oilb.  Uses  and 

Ct  J9.  Tr.  178. 
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an  estate  be  limited  to  the  use  of  A.  for  life,  or  to  the  use  ei 
A.  indefinitely,  provided  that,  when  C.  returns  from  Rome, 
it  shall  thenceforth  immediately  be  to  the  use  of  B.  ki  fee. 
Here,  the  first  estate  is  an  estate  for  the  life  of  A«,  and 
a  remainder  strictly  so  called  can  only  be  limited  expectant 
op  the  determination  of  that  estate  by  such  events  as  a  life* 
estate  is  liable  to  be  determined  by ;  and,  therefore,  v^hen 
the  subsequent  limitation  is  to  commence  and  take  effect  in 
possession,  fix>m  an  event  which  may  eventually  interfere 
with,  and  in  part  defeat,  the  first  estate,  it  is  evident  that 
such  a  limitation  cannot  be  a  remainder  within  the  rules  of 
the  Common  law,  but  can  only  take  effect  under  the 
Statute  of  Uses,  by  analogy  to  the  like  limitations  pre* 
viously  allowed  in  Chancery. 
4.  Uies  creat-  4.  It  has  been  before  observed,  (c)  that  by  the  rules  of 
revocation  and  the  Commou  law,  no  restriction  or  qualification  couU  be 
•ppointment,     annexed  to  a  conveyance  of  lands,  other  than  a  deed 

of  defeazance,  or  a  condition.  Any  power  to  revoke  a 
deed,  whether  reserved  to  the  grantor  or  a  stranger,  was 
repugnant  and  absolutely  void.  And  we  have  also  seen,  (d) 
that  there  was  no  such  repugnancy  as  to  trusts  in  Chancery, 
which  were  simple  declarations,  or  directions  to  the  person 
seised  of  the  legal  estate,  in  what  manner  and  to  whom 
he  should  convey  the  estate.  The  Statute  of  Uses  vests 
the  legal  estate  in  the  cestui  que  use,  after  *'  such  quality, 
manner,  and  form,  as  he  had  in  the  Use,"  and  the  same 
reasoning,  ■  therefore,  which  led  the  Courts  of  Common 
law  to  consider  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses,  within 
the  operation  of  the  statute,  induced  them  also  to  con* 
elude,  that  in  all  conveyances  to  Uses,  a  power  might  be 
reserved  of  revoking  a  former  limitation  of  a  Use,  and  ap- 
These  Uiet,  pointing  a  new  Use  to  some  other  person,  {e)  The  estates 
^S^aviJ^^iUt     arising  from  the  execution  of  a  Power  of  revocation  and 


(e)  SWpm,  pp.51,52.  Pow .  3rd  edit,  4. 

(</)  Supra,  p.  51  ;  and  see  Sugd.  (e)  Co.  Litt  237.     1  Rqi.  174. 
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ippointment  have  been,  by  some  writers,  (f)  classed  among  and  partly 
tboee  Uses  whicb^   on  account  of  the  uncertainty  of  the     '^'^' 
events  on  wbicH  they  depend,  are  termed  FuUire  or  CorUin* 
gtnt  Uses  ;  but  the  better  and  more  general  opinion  seems  to 
be,(j)that  they  partake,  pardy,  of  the  nature  of  Contingent 
Uses,  and,  partly 9  of  that  of  Shifting  Uses.    The  Uses  to  be 
nised  under  Powers  are  merely  tantamount  to  Future  or 
Cotlfti^sni  UseM,  because  they  are  not  in  eMse,  or  defined, 
until  aaoertained  and  limited  under  the  Power ;  but  they 
may  abo  be  said  to  be  Shifting  Uses,  inasmuch  as,  when 
ascertained  and  limited,  their  operation  is,  to  divest  pre- 
ceding estates^  or  estates  which  would  otherwise  come  into 
poaaessioDy  in  &Tor  of  those  created  by  the  execution  of 
the  Power.  (A) 

AR  limitations  of  Springing,  Shifting,  and  Contingent  The  seinn  out 
Uaes,  when  they  arise,  take  effect  out  of  the  seisin  of  the  ^^i,^J|^ 
or  rdeasees,  in  all  cases  where  the  limitations  are  ^^  ^l^"^ 
by  conyeyanoes  operating  by  tranemutatian  of  poe^ 
sesmath  ^0  a  ^c*  recovery,  ieoffinent,  release,  &c. ;  and 
out  of  the  seisin  of  the  grantor,  where  they  arise  under 
deeds  nai  operating  by  transmutation  of  possession,  as  a 
bargain  and  sale,  and  covenant  to  stand  seised. 

On  the  ehamcter  and  office  of  this  seisin,  much  learning  And  therein  of 
and  ingenoity  have  been  spent  by  most  I^al  writers,  whose  \Jnt^^!^ 
aulgect  has  led  them  to  the  consideration  of  the  operation  of 
the  Statate  of  Use&  By  some,  (i)  the  existence  of  a  icin* 
tilla  jwriMj  cat  possibility  of  seisin,  (even  after  Uses  covering 
the  whole  fee  are  executed  by  the  statute)  is  asserted,  and, 
what  18  of  more  importance,  its  destructibility  alsa  By 
othersty  again,  {k)  this  eciniiUa  is  denied,  and  the  relation  of 

C/)  Boolli*kO|ii]aonafttlieeiidor      Tooelist   1  Keip.  130,  137.     Com. 
ToodMt  1  Cm.  Dig.  438.  Dig.  tit.  Uses.     Smd.  Uses  and  TV. 


O)    8i«d.   Pow.  3rd    edit,    12.       toI.  1,  110,  176;  toL  2,  33.     Oilb. 
Oflh.  UtesandTr.  152.  Burt      Uim  and   Tr.  131.     Burt    Elem. 


Conp.  S6.  Raadell  P0rp.SG.      Comp.  S3. 
(A)  Sngd.  Gilb.  UMtandTr.  152,  (A)  Sogd.    Pow.    3rd   edit,    11. 


100.  Fonbl.  Eq.  lib.  2,  e.  6.    F.  C.  B. 

(t>  Booths    Opbuoo    in     Slieph.      800,  eiteq.     1  Prett.  Efttates,  169. 
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The  qaestion 
practically  of 
no  moment. 


contingent  Uses,  as  tbev  arise,  to  the  original  seisith  without 
any  remammg  posribility,  maintained  There  are  decirions 
seemingly  supporting  both  views  of  the  question,  the  appli- 
cation and  decisiveness  of  which  are  alternately  denied  by 
the  respective  controversialists.  Whatever  be  the  nature  of 
this  seisin, — ^whether  it  be  in  nubibutf  in  mare,  in  terrd^  or 
in  cuetodid  leffis, — ^the  question  is  of  Uttle  practical  impor- 
tance. (/)  The  Uses,  whenever  they  arise,  are  executed  by 
force  of  the  statute,  and  no  one  ever  thinks  of  inqcuiing. 
the  nature  of  the  seisin  which  served  them,  except  as  to  its 
original  sufficiency.  Certain  it  is,  however,  that  the  con* 
sequences  of  the  doctrine  of  sdntiUa  jurUy  were  they  le- 
gitimately carried  out,  would  soon  render  the  question  of 
more  than  theoretical  importance,  as  has  been  ably  shown 
by  the  author  of  the  Treatise  on  Powers.  But,  as  be- 
fore observed,  neither  they  who  espouse,  nor  they  who 
deny  the  doctrine,  treat  it  as  of  any  importance  in  practice » 
which,  perhaps,  is  an  aigument  against  the  existence  of  the 
sdntiUa,  more  forcible  than  any,  a  whole  treatise  of  the  ablest 
reasoning  could  supply,  (m) 

The  establishment  of  the  validity  of  these  various  limita- 
tions of  Uses  was  one  of  the  most  important  results  of  the' 


General  re- 
marks ai  to  tlio 
operation  of 

27^ Hen?  8,  and  Statute  27  Hen.  8 ;  and  the  necessary  consequence  of  the 
enoerf^"      Courts  of  Law  taking  cognizance  of  such  limitations  was* 

estates  intro- 
duced by  it. 


the  curtailment  of  that  power  over  landed  property  which 
was  previously  exercised  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  through 
tiie  medium  of  Uses.  The  utility  of  Shifting,  Springing,  and 
Future  Uses  in  the  carrying  out  of  personal  and  fomily  ar- 
rangements, and  the  satisfiuition  of  natural  claims  by  pro- 


(0  Sogd  note  to  Gilb.  Uses  and 
Tr.  301. 

(m)  It  is  a  curious  circumstance 
that  the  most  strenuous  opponent  of 
the  doctrine  of  §einiUla  juri*  should 
(in  reference  to  the  question  of  the 
destructibility  of  shifting  Uses  by  the 
owner  of  the  previous  estate)  tran- 


scribe, HieraHm,  an  opinion  of  Mr. 
Serjeant  HiU^  containing  a  marked 
approval  of  the  doctrine^  and  tkat, 
without  any  obsenration,  although  the 
existence  of  the  adntUla  was  the* 
ground  of  the  Serjeants  opinion  upon 
the  point  under  his  consideration. 
See  Sugd.  Gilb.  Uses  awl  Tr.  288. 
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vitbig  for  a  ntunerooB  relationship,  can  scarcely  be  over- 

tsdoMed ;  for,  as  is  well  obsenred  by  the  Meal  Property 

Cmmimioners,    they  are,  ^^  by  their  pliability,  adapted  to 

eierj  \dnd  of  provision  whichc  an  be  required  in  a  family 

msDgeinent.'' 

It  is  foreign  to  the  purpose  of  this  Treatise,  to  inquire  P"f  "j?^*™?** 
nunotely  intp  thoee  technical  scraples  of  the  judges  of  the  construction  of 
Common  law  in  regard  to  the  operation  of  the  statute,  g^  b^  the  com- 
6om  which  arose  the  doctrines,  that  the  statute  does  not  ]|||?^^ 
transfer  the  possession,  where  a  Use  ii  limited  on  a  Use  ; 
DOT  where  Uses  are  declared  of  copyhold  lands,  or  of  terms 
of  years,  or  of  other  chattel  interests;  nor  where  there  is  a 
trust  for  the  payment  of  rents  by  the  releasee  to  the  cestui 
que  use*     Suffice  it  to  observe  that  in  these  several  cases, 
Uses  were  held  not  to  be  executed  by  the  statute,  but  still 
continued  separate,  and  distinct  firom  the  legal  estate.    The 
cestui  que  use,  therefore,  or,  as  he  is  now  termed,  cestui  que 
imstf  in  such  cases,  was  driven  into  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
to  seek  that  protection  of  his  rights  which  the  Courts  of 
Ccnnmon  law  denied.     And  it  was  determined,  that  though 
the  Uises  in  question  were  not  such  as  the  statute  could 
execute,  they  were  still  Trusts  in  equity,  which  in  con- 
science ought  to  be  performed.     Thus  was  the  old  doctrine 
of  Uses  revived  under  the  denomination  of  Trusts  ;  in  the 

pport  and  administration  of  which,  the  Court  of  Chancery 
wisely  avoided,  in  a  great  degree,  those  mischiefs  which 
made  Uses  intolerable,  (n) 

In  subisequent  pages,  we  shall  have  occasion  to  make 
frequent  mention  of  Trusts  and  Trust-estates,  but  it  is  not 
here  deemed  necessary  to  do  more  than  thus  slightly  refer 
to  their  origin,  in  the  limited  operation  of  the  Statute  of 
Uses;,  88  explained  and  construed  by  the  judges  of  the 
Common  law. 

It  has  been  matter  of  much  controversy,  whether  Spring-  The  quMtion 

(»)  2  Bl.  Com.  337. 
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whether  ing  and  Shifting  Uses  can  be  limited  in  surrendeis  of  oopy- 

S^S^^'Leg  hold  estates,  as  in  conveyances  to  Uses  under  the  statute  of 
Tii^l^S^  27  Hen.  8.  (o)  Until  the  recent  case  of  Boddington  v.  Aber- 
of  copyholds,     nethy^  (p)  there  was  little  judicial  authority  on  the  point ; 

and,  perhaps,  even  now,  the  question  must  be  dedded 
rather  upon  principle  and  analogy,  than  on  expresir  and 
satis&ctory  adjudication.  Several  obscure  dicta,  and  even 
decisions,  (q)  are  to  be  found  in  the  old  Reports,  but  they 
are  too  vague  and  contradictory  to  admit  of  a  dear  rule 
being  deduced  from  them,  (r) 


(o)  The  aiBimatiTe  view  is  sap- 
ported  by  Feame  Cont  Rem.  276 ; 
hex  Cnst.  130,  121  ;  Cro.  Dig. ; 
Sanden'  *<  Sorreiiders  of  copyhold 
property  considered  with  reference 
to  fbtnre  and  springing  Uses.**  Burt. 
Elem.  Comp.  424.  In  fiivour  of  the 
negatiTe  yiew  are,  I  Watk.  Copy. 
\97,  et  aeq.;  1  Scriy.  Copy.  195,  ti 
teq.i  1  Prest  Abet  141,  2ih.  34; 
Gilb.  Ten.  260,  tt  ieq. ;  Gilb.  Uses 
and  Tr.,  and  note  by  Sugden. 

(p)  5  B.  &  Cress.  776.  8  Dowl 
&  Ry.  626. 

(q)  AUm  ▼.  Naah^  Noy.  152: 
Brownl.  127.  PawUtr  t.  CarmhOi, 
Cro.  Elis.  361.  BentUy  ▼.  Ddamor, 
1  Freeman,  267.  Edwardi  ▼.  Ham- 
nmd,  3  Lot.  132 ;  2  Show.  398. 
Simp9on  ▼.  Sotkarne,  2  Bolstr.  272 ; 
Cro.  Jac  376 ;  1  Roll.  Rep.  109, 
137,  163 ;  Godb.  264 ;  2  Roll.  Ab. 
791. 

(r)  The  following  extract  from 
Lord  Coke's  Copyholder  deserves  in- 
troduction in  this  place : — "  In  cns- 
tomary  grants  upon  surrenders,  the 
law  is  not  so  strict  as  on  grants  at  the 
Common  law.  If  the  grantee  be  not 
In  remm  naturd,  and  able  to  take  by 
virtue  of  the  grant,  presently  upon 
the  grant  made,  it  is  merely  void: 
But  in  customary  grants  upon  sur- 
renders the  law  is   otherwise;    for 


though,  at  the  time  of  the  anrrender, 
the  grantee  is  not  M  esse^  or  not  cap- 
able of  a  surrender ;  yet  if  be  be  tsi 
09m,  and  c^mble^  at  the  time  of  the 
admittance,  that  is   snilicient;  and, 
therefore,  if  I  surrender  to  the  use  of 
him  that  shall  be  heir  to  L  8.,  or  to 
the  use  of  L  Sw's  nest  child,  «r  to  the 
use  of  L  S.'snezt  wilb ;  though  at  the 
time  of  the  surrender,  I.  8.  had  no 
heir,  child,  or  wife ;  yet,  if,  afterwards, 
he  hath  a  child,  or  taketh  a  wile^ 
heir,  his  child*  or  his  wife  may 
into  the  court  and  compel  the  lord  to 
admit  according  to  the  raiendar. 
So,  if  I  surrender  to  the  use  of  Urn 
that  shall  come  next  into  Sl  Paul's 
after  such  an  hour;   whose  fortme 
soever  it  is  to  come  first,  the  lord  mart 
admit  him,  and  I  shall  never  avoid  it. 
The  same  law  is,  if  I  surrender  to  the 
use  of  hnn  that  I.  S,  shall  nominate, 
or  that  I  myself  shall  nominate  to  the 
lord  at  the  next  meeting.     The  rea- 
son of  the  law  is  this :  A  surrender  is 
a  thing  executory,  which  b  executed 
by  the  subsequent  admittanee,   and 
nothing  at  all  is  invested  in  the  g;nD- 
tee  before  the  lord  hath  admitted  him 
according   to   the  surrender;    and, 
therefore,  if  at  the  time  of  the  admit- 
tance, the  grantee  be  m  rerun 
and  be  able  to  take^  that  will 
Besides,  in  customary  grants  the  in- 


can?,  vi.^ 
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Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert,  in  bis  Treatise  on  Tenures  {s),  Ai^menu 
considers  that  the  limitations  in  question  are  inadmissible,  ^piicability*'' 
upon  the  ground,  that  the  Use  upon  a  surrender  of  copy-  *®  copyhold 
hold  is  not  like  a  Use,  or  Trust,  declared  of  freehold,  for  rasted, 
that  he  who  is  admitted  upon  a  surrender,  is  admitted  to 
the  legal  customary  estate,  and  is  not  seised  to  a  Use,  and 
that,  therefore.  Uses  upon  surrenders  are  in  general  govern- 
ed  entirely  by  the  same  rules  as  conveyances  at  Common 
law,   in  which  such  limitations  were  not  allowable.      The 
general  ai^gument  upon  which  the  invalidity  of  Springing 
and  Shifting  Uses,  as  applied  to  copyhold  estates,  is  grounded, 
is,  that  customary  surrenders  are  to  be  construed  in  all  res- 
pects as  conveyances  at  Common  law(^);    and  that  as 
such  limitations  would  have  been  void  in  a  feoffment  before 
the  statute  27  Hen.  8,  and  that  statute  does  not  extend  to 


tcBl  of  the  grantor  U  nora  respected 
titin  H  shoatd  be  by  tbo  ttrict  rules  of 
Iftw ;  wbich  appeareth  by  tbis,  tbat  if 
a  Duneiider  be  made  of  a  copyboM  to 
the  use  of  a  last  will,  and  the  aurren- 
derar  deriaeth  H  onto  two,  the  one  is 
adautted  according  to  the  purport  of 
«be  wil»  this  ahall  inure  to  both." 
And  afterwards,  in  the  same  section, 
ooenn  the  following: — ^*'But  though 
the  jDrreader  be  a  thing  executory. 
aad  the  hUant  of  the  grantor  so  mneh 
;  yet  if  a  copyholder  will 
to  the  use  of  the  right  heirs 
e#J.  8.,  be  being  alive,  this  is  void, 
becttoee  it  cannot  take  effect  according 
to  the  intent  of  the  grantor,  for  he 
wotthl  have  the  grant  to  be  executed 
presently,  which  cannot  be,  in  regard 
that  J.  8.  can  have  no  heir  till  after  his 
death."  Mr.  S^jeaot  Seriven,  (1 
IVeat.  Copy,  *205,)  considers  the  latter 
positiog  of  Lord  CbAe's,  as  clearly 
sfcowng,  that  be  did  not  mean  in  the 
kmer  paragraph  to  lay  down  a  ge- 
aeia!  ruh,  that  Vaea  t»  fmiuro  can  be 


limited  in  customary  surrenders.  But» 
with  all  deference  to  that  learned 
writer,  it  is  conceived,  that  the  position 
in  qnestion  merely  refers  to  the  old 
and  nearly  obsolete  distinction  be-r 
tween  limitations  per  verba  de  prtnenH 
aiid  per  verba  de  fviwro,  (vide  infra, 
cap.  9,)  and  is  in  no  way  repugnant 
to  the  general  doctrine  previously  laid 
down  by  liord  Cokey  tbat  Uses  injmtwro 
are  valid  in  surrenders  of  customary 
lands,  when  capable  of  taking  effect  at 
the  time  of  admittance.  This  view  is 
confirmed  by  Lord  C.  B.  GUberfa 
Treatise  on  Tenures,  where  (p.  264) 
it  is  said,  **  A  copyholder  surrenders  to 
the  use  of  the  right  heirs  of  J.  8.,  be 
being  alive ;  void ;  for  it  cannot  take 
effect  in  prtuenH,  as  he  would  have 
it. "  And  one  of  the  authorities  cited 
in  the  margin  of  GUberi,  is  the  latter 
of  the  extracts  above  given  from  Lord 
Cdke^a  Copyholder. 

(•)  Pp.  260,  262. 

(0  1  Scriv.  Copy.  182,  195,  213. 
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Uses  declared  of  copyholds.  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses 

must  necessarily  be  void  in  surrenders  of  copyhold  estates  (tr). 

The  raMons         On  the  Other  hand,  it  is  said,  that  the  rules  of  tlie  Common 

ui^g^  m  sup- 
port of  aeon-    law,  prcdiibiting  the  grant  of  a  freehold  in  future^  and  of  a 

^'^^  ^^^*  fee  upon  a  fee,  were  grounded  upon  the  principles,  that  a 
vacancy  or  abeyance  most  never  exist  in  die  tenure ;  and 
that  a  freehold  could  only  be  defeated  by  entry  of  the 
feoffor  or  his  heirs,  for  a  condition  bioken ;  which  reasons 
are,  it  is  alleged,  inapplicable  to  the  case  of  copyhold 
estates;  the  freehold  of  which  constantlv  resides  in  the 
lord,  and  in  the  case  of  contingent  remaindexs,  prevents 
thor  destruction  by  the  alienation  or  other  act  of  the  tenant 
for  Kfe  (t;).  It  is  farther  aigued,  that  as  limitations  analogous 
to  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses,  are  allowed  in  wills  of 
copyhold  estates  (to),  which  operate  only  as  declarations  of 
the  Uses  of  previous  surrenders  (x),  there  can  be  no  reason 
for  lefteing  validity  to  the  like  limitations  in  other  sor* 
renders  (y):  that  customary  surrenders  in  many  respects 
di0er  from  conveyances  at  Common  law^  as  well  in  their 
effect,  as  in  the  construction  put  upon  them :  and  that  Uses 
limited  on  surrenders  of  copyholds  are  more  to  be  assimila- 
ted to  Uses  arising  out  of  the  seisin  of  a  feoffee  under  a 
feofflnent  since  the  statute  of  Hen.  8 ;  between  which  there 
is,  in  fact,  no  substantial  distinction  {z^ 
The  case  of  The  case  of  JBoddmffUm  v.  AberMihy^  above-taentimied,- 

AbtmMg.  '  was  one  sent  from  Chancery  to  the  Court  of  Banc. 
Beg.,  and  arose  upon  the  execution  of  a  Pamer  of  Smie, 
reserved  to  trustees  over  freehold  and  copyhdd  estates  in  s 
marriage  settlement ;  with  which  was  connected  a  Power  to 


(k)  I  Scrhr.  Cop^  21 1.  «bii4»  died  3  Repr  20  K 

(0)  Sanders'  *<  Surrender  of  Copy.  (x)  That  n,  atto  all  wills  not  go» 

Md  Property^  &c"     Argnment  in  vemed  bjtke  profiskms  of  1  Vict,  cu 

BodHmgion  T.  Abemeikpf  5  B.  &  C.  26. 
776.  (y)   Argument  in  Buddm^m  ▼« 

(v)  Brian  r,  Cawnmt  3  Leo.  115.  Abgrmetkjf,  n^ira, 
mOoek  ▼.  Utmmtmd,  Cro.  Eliz.  204.  (z)  Sanders*  **  Surrender  of  Cop^ 

S.  C.  sub  nom.   WeOcockt  y.  jBosi-  hold  Property,  Ae.** 
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rewie  and  defeat  the  {7«e9  and  estates  limited  by  the  set* 
tlement,  and  to  appoint  the  property  to  a  porcbaser.  The 
Count,  by  its  oertificatey  decidedt  that  there  was  a  good  title 
uBd»  the  exerdae  of  the  Power  vested  in  the  trusteeSi 

Now,  aa  every  Power  of  reroeation  and  new  appointment  obwiTations 
operates,  when  executed,  to  some  extent  as  a  Shifting  <m*  ^^^  BodAng* 
Sprin^ng  Use  (a) ;  it  would,  at  first  sight,  seem,  that  in  the  Abemok^. 
case  of  Bodd&ngUm  v.  Abemetky  was  involved  the  whole 
qoestian  of  the  validity  of  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses 
limited  in  snnenderB  of  copyholds ;  and,  accordingly,  the 
aigoment  was  mainly  conducted  upon  this  assumption.  But 
there  is  a  circumstance  in  the  case^  which,  unfortunately, 
deprives  it  of  much  force  as  a  judicial  decanon  on  the  merits 
of  the  controversy  under  consideration.  The  tenant  for 
life  under  the  settlement  was  admitted  to  the  copyhold  in 
the  usual  way;  the  trustees  executed  their  power  of  re- 
vocation,  and  appcnnted  the  property  to  the  purchaser; 
aAenrards,  the  tenant  for  life  mtrend^red  to  the  trtateesf 
mis  were  admitted  im  fee,  upon  lie  trueU  itf  the  setilement ; 
mai,  Aea  ihey  surrendered  to  the  purekaeer,  who  was  ad- 
mitled.  It  ia  manifest,  therefeie,  that,  assuming  die  trustees 
bj  Aeir  admittance  acquired  the  legal  fee,  the  porchasei^s 
ttde  was  perfectly  consisient  with  the  doctrine,  that  Poweia 
of  revocation  and  appointment  cannot  be  executed  so  as  of 
themselves  to  divest  legal  cuBtomary  estates  (ft) ;  for  as  to 
eqmtable  or  beneficial  interests  in  the  fee,  of  course,  there 
18  no  question  that  a  Power  having  a  divesting  efiect  is  per- 
feedy  good*  As,  however,  this  view  of  the  case  was  not 
taken  in  the  argument,  and  the  judges  (in  accordance  with 
the  usual  practice)  did  not  assign  their  reasons  for  the  cer- 
ti&sate  sent,  it  is  imposrible  to  say,  how  &r  the  particular 
drcnmstances  mentioned  may  have  influenced  their  de- 


Mr.  Serjeant  Scriven  (who  has  entered  into  a  lengthened  Mr.  Scijeuit 


(a)  FiA  npnh  P-  61.  (6)  ?«•  I  Scrhr.  Copy.  229. 
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Scrii>tn*u  opi- 
nioa  on  the 
eflfect  of 
BoddingtOH  v. 
Abenuthy, 
asiaUed. 


Suggeition  as 
to  the  probable 
nature  of  the 
nltimate  deci- 
sion of  this 
question. 


and  ingenious  aigument  to  prove  that  Springing  and  Shift* 
ing  Uses  are,  both  on  principle  and  authority,  invalid  in 
surrenders  of  copyhold  estates)  seems  to  consider,  (c)  that 
even  supposing  the  decision  in  the  case  of  BoddingUm  v. 
Abemeihy  to  amount  to  an  affirmance  of  the  position,  that 
the  exercise  of  Powers  of  revocation  and  appointment  will 
divest  legal  customaiy  estates,  yet  still  it  cannot  be  regarded 
as  an  authority,  that  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses  declared 
of  such  estates  are  equally  effectual  Such  a  notion,  how- 
ever, is,  it  is  submitted,  9ubversive  cf  all  the  established 
rules  and  principles  in  relation  to  ftiture  Uses ;  which  regard 
a  Power  of  revocation  and  new  appointment  as  but  another 
and  less  direct  form  of  limiting  Uses  to  divest  prior  estates 
already  vested,  or  which  would  otherwise  take  effect ;  or,  in 
other  words,  one  class  of  Shifting  Uses. 

But  whatever  be  the  exact  extent  of  the  decision  in  Bodr 
dington  v.  Abernethy^  it  may  confidently  be  affirmed,  that  it 
evinces  an  inclination  on  the  part  of  our  Courts  of  law 
to  allow  the  same  modes  of  limiting  Uses  in  customary  sur- 
renders, which  prevail  in  assurances  of  freehold  estates ; 
and,  notwithstanding  the  contrary  opinion  entertained  by 
the  learned  author  above-quoted  (<Q,  it  is,  with  all  due  res- 
pect, conceived,  that  whenever  the  subject  shall  call  for 
a  ftill  and  direct  adjudication,  that  inclination  will  assume  a 
shape  more  definite  and  unequivocal  {e\ 


(e)  1  Scriv.  Copy.  225. 

{d)  1  ScrtT.  Copy.  202. 

(e)  A  fitting  opportunity  seems  to 
occur  for  the  introduction  of  a  learned 
note  of  Mr.  BwtUr%,  in  his  edition  of 
the  Ettaif  on  OnUingmit  JUmaindnrM, 
p.  381 ,  et  uq. ;  in  which  he  presents  a 
luminous  view  of  the  progress  of  the 
law  of  limitations  of  estates,  prior 
and  subsequent  to  the  passing  of  the 
Statute  of  Uses.  *'  1st,  What  future 
estates  and  interests  in  real  property 
were  allowed  by  the  Comipon  law, 


and  some  of  the  rules  of  the  Conmion 
law  respecting  them.  ftmOjt  The 
first  admission  of  conditional  limita* 
tions  as  trusts  in  equity,  and  in  l^gal 
devises  of  land.  And,  drdlj.  Their 
introduction  as  legal  estates  in  conie- 
quence  of  the  Statute  of  Uses.  1st, 
As  to  the  futm  utaUa  imd  mUruia 
in  real  pnqtarty  which  were  alkmtd 
hf  the  Commam  hnog^i  h  generally 
understood  that  lands  were  granted 
originally  for  the  life  only  of  the 
grantee,  then  to  him  and  his  lineal 
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CHAPTER  Vn. 

Of  THE   XATURK  Ain>    ORIGIN  OF  EXECUTORY  DEVISES  AND 

BEQUESTS. 

It  b  here  proposed  to  consider  certain  testamentary  limi- 
tations, of  a  character  similar  to  Springing,  Shifting,  and 
Future  Uses,  but  not,  like  them,  operating  immediately  or 


ikein,  mud  then  to  bim  and  his  lineal 
•ndcolliteral  heirs;  and  that  on  every 
mmh  gnai,  whether  it  were  for  life  or 
n  fee,  a  right  remained  in  the  grantor 
to  the  aervices  of  the  grantee,  during 
1^  eonrinnince  of  his  estate,  and  to 
m.  TcCnm  of  the  Und  on  its  expiration. 
"Whether  this  right  of  the  grantor  de- 
ponied  OD  an  estate  for  life  or  in  fee, 
it  was  of  the  same  Bature,  and  indif- 
fcmttlj  calMhis  Reverier  wEwekeat ; 
bsitt  from  the  remoter  probability  of 
tfce  retom,  when  the  fee  was  granted, 
ic  hecaiae  eostoraaiy  to  call  it,  after 
a  grant  of  the  fee,  his  PsMtWKty  of 
Jfcin  It.  By  degrees,  that  eapression 
waa^yplied  to  those  cases  only,  where 
•  fisBsted  fee  had  been  granted,  and 
"eecfaeat**  was  applied  to 
rhere  the  grant  had  conferred 
«■  ahaelnte  estate  in  fee-simple.    A 
grant  to  a  man  and  the  heirs  of  his 
%edy  wis^  at  Common  law,  a  Ihnited 
fee;  and,  therefore,  after  sach  a  grant, 
a  pQssMity  f^  reverteT  was  said  to 
RMBB  hi  the  grantor.     When  the 
sbtfate  Ik  domU  conrcrted  such  fees 
IffP  oeafea  tniJ,  ^^    return  of  the 


land  was  secured  by  it  to  the  donor, 
and  was  called  his  Reverter.  In  all 
these  cases,  the  words  ReTorter  and 
BeToraion  are  synonymous. 

**  After  a  general  power  of  aliena. 
tion  was  allowed,  the  owner  of  the 
fee  might  either  grant  the  whole  fee, 
or  a  limited  fee  carved  out  of  it,  or  an 
estate  for  years,  for  life,  or  in  tail.  If 
he  granted  a  limited  fee,  the  possibility 
of  reverter  on  the  determination  of  the 
limited  fee  continued  in  him ;  but  being 
a  mere  possibility,  it  could  not  be 
granted.  If  he  granted  an  estate  for 
life  or  in  tail,  the  estate  so  granted 
was  called  a  Particular-Estate ;  and 
having  granted  one  such  estate,  he 
might  grant  over  ulterior  particular- 
estates  at  his  pleasure.  Those  being 
carved  out  of  that  portion  of  the  fee 
which  remained  in  the  grantor  after 
his  grant  of  the  first  particular-estate, 
were  called  Remainders.  From  their 
nature  they  necessarily  waited  the  re- 
gular expiration  of  the  preceding  par- 
ticttlar-estate  or  estates,  for  their 
falling  into  possession.  The  only 
other  ftiture  interest  in  real  property 
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EXECUTORY  DEVISES 


[chap.  vn. 


necessarily  under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  denominated  Execu- 
tory devises  and  bequests  ;  the  former  of  which^  as  may  be 


which  was  known  to  the  Common  law, 
was  a  rig^  to  enter  on  the  breach  of  a 
condition.     According  to  the  law  of 
tenure,  the  performance  of  the  services 
was  a  condition  annexed  to   every 
grant.     If  the  tenant  neglected  to 
perform   the   services,    the   grantor 
might  enter  and  resume  the  tenement 
Whether  this  condition  were  exprotsed 
or  not,  it  was  considered  to  be  inse- 
parabl J  incident  to  the  estate  of  the 
grantee.    At  first,  it  was  the  only  con- 
dition  that  could  be  annexed  to  the 
grant  of  land ;  afterwards,  other  con- 
ditions were  occasionally  introduced, 
and,  by  an  application,  in  some  re- 
spects,  very    much    forced,   of  the 
original  principle  of  conditions,  that, 
on  their  non-performance,  the  grantor 
might  resume  the  land,  conditional 
fees  at  Common  law,  and  some  other 
moditications  of  landed  property,  were 
introducedy  as  estates  upon  condition. 
These  were  often  of  sodi  a  kind  u  to 
make  it  more  natural  that  a  stranger 
should  have  the  land  upon  the  non- 
performance of  the  condition,  than  the 
grantor ;  and  that  the  grantor,  instead 
of  being  confined  to  his  right  of  re- 
sumption, should  have  it  in  his  power 
to  compel  the  performance  of  the  con^ 
dition,  or  recover  from  the  grantee  a 
compensation  or  satisfaction  for  the 
breach  of  it :  but,  as  all  these  estates 
were  considered  to  be  estates  upon 
condition,  the  law  still  confined  the 
donoi^s  remedy  to  the  resumption  of 
the  estate,  and  confined  that  remedy 
to  the  donor  and  his  heirs. 

*'  When  the  grantor  entered  for  the 
breach  of  the  condition,  he  was  con- 
sidered to  be  in,  as  of  the  seisin  of  his 
former  estate :  it  was  the  same  when 
the  heirs  of  the  grantor  entered  ;  they 
were  supposed  to  bo  in,  as  of  the  seisin 
of  the  ancestor.    The  entry  defeated 


the  livery  by  which  the  grant  was 
made,  and  by  a  necessary  consequence 
defeated  all  the  estates  which  depend- 
ed upon  that  livery.  Thus,  if  a  fe- 
offment were  made  to  one  for  life,  or 
in  tail,  upon  condition,  with  remaiB* 
ders-ovcr,  and  the  grantor  or  his  heirs 
entered  for  a  breach  of  the  condition, 
the  first  estate  and  the  remainders-over 
were  equally  destroyed;  and  tiM 
gnmtor  or  his  heirs  were  considered 
to  be  in,  as  of  the  former  seisin. 

•*  Such,  before  the  Statute  of  Uses, 
were  tiie  legal  modifications  of  real 
property  in  respect  to  ftitore  estates, 
interests,  and  rights.     It  Is  evident, 
that  such  modifications  of  real  pro- 
perty as  are  now  produced  by  ezeea- 
tory  devises  and  eonditional  linit*- 
tions,  would  not,  belbre  the  pisring  of 
that  statute,  have  been  allowed  by  tbe 
Courts  of  law.    If,  before  that  time, 
land  had  been  conveyed  to  A.  and  his 
heirs,  with  a  proviso,  that  if  A.  siMmId 
not  leave  any  child  of  his  body  livh^ 
at  the  time  of  his  dtoease,  the  Imd 
should  go  over  and  belong  to  JBL  and 
his  heirs ;  it  b  obvious  that  the  limi- 
tation to  B.  must  be  legally  void.    It 
could  not  be  a  grant  of  tiie  reversion, 
as  the  old  fee  was  previeosly  granted ; 
ora  grant  of  a  remainder,  as  it  was  pr^ 
ceded  by  no  particular^eslate ;  it  ooold 
not  confer  a  title  on  B.  to  eoler  for  a 
condition  broken,  as  such  a  title  of 
entry  could  only  belong  to  the  gnsnUar 
or  his  hein  s  and  escheat  was  wholly 
out  of  the  quettion.    If  the  eonvey- 
ance  had  hem  to  A.  for  life^  witii  re- 
mainders-over, with  a  proviso  that  if 
B.  attuned  twen^r-one  in  the  life. 
time  of  A  •  the  land  should  immediately 
thereupon  devolve  to  B.  and  hitlieirs^ 
tbe  consequences  would  have  been  tbe 
same,  and  the  limitation  to  B.  would 
have  been  liable  to  all  the  djectiane 
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sappoeed,  conoeros  real  estate^  and  the  latter,  cbattels  real 
and  pereonaL     Of  each  of  theae  in  their  order. 


— Bgwtod.     At  fint  ngbt,  itmigfat, 

|lCI^ps»  ieem,  tint  tbe  limitatioB  to  B. 

and  his  ham  nught  be  suppoited  as  a 

imaiiider  expecUnt  on  A.*a  estate  for 

life;  Iwt  4»  fiinhcr  exanunatioii  it 

insaU  appwr  that  the  limitation  to  B. 

and  bis  beiis  wanted  tbe  distinctive 

^olitj  of  a  remainder, — tbat  its  Tost- 

ai^  m  potmngm  Aoold  depend  upon, 

and  wait  for  tbe  regular  expiration  of 

tbe  preceding  estate ;  for  in  tbe  snp- 

tfae  vesting  of  A.'s  estate 

would  not  dep«nd  on  tbe 

deoaaaeof  A.,  tbe  natural  term  for  tbe 

csfiiBtion  of  tbe  preceding  estate,  but 

weald  vest  in  posscwion  on  B.*s  at- 

laiuBg  twenty-one  in  tbe  lifetime  of 

JL    It  would  not,  tberefore,  wait  till 

tbe  expinrtioo,  bat  would  take  effect 

dnriag  tbe  oontinnaace,  and  opnate 

to  (be  deatmctioo  of  A*s  lifo  estate. 

Tbast  bolb  tbe  limitations  proposed, 

woe,  Mbiw  the  Statnto  of  Uses, 

2.  There  appears,  bowevert  some 

to■nnfl^ln^n  tbat  tbonsrb  condi- 
Umkationa  wen  l^gaUj  void, 

of  Uee^  while  Uut  nmaintd  m  their 
JUmianf  'fotm  at  tbe  Coiunon  biw. 
In  tbat  Mnle,  the  Coorts  of  law  could 
aotnotiee  Uses;  butit  waseonsidered 
tbat  the  owner  of  tbe  land  charged 
with  tbeoi,  was  under  a  moral  obliga- 
tion of  diyingoftbeland,and  tbe 
fcnisaconiing  framit,in  conformitj  to 
the  Use^  and,  tberefore,  if  the  Use  li- 
the beneficial  interest  of  tbe 
in  the  manner  suggested,  tbe . 
kgal  owner  of  tbe  land  was  bound  to 
diipose  of  it  accordingly.  Thus,  such 
linritations,  though  Toid  at  law,  became 
good  as  trusts  in  equity.  It  is  also 
pvobaUe  tbat  undo*  Mc  ciutom  o/'dcpw- 
imgkndM^  as  it  prcfrailed  in  I^ndon, 
sad  joBM  other  places*  these  modifica- 


tions  of  property  were  sometimes  at- 
tempted, and  from  the  liberality  which 
our  Courts  bsTe  always  adopted  in  tbe 
construction  of  wills,  were  often  al- 
lowed. 

a  4ftgr  tkt  pa$nmg  of  the  tiatitU 
of  27  Hem.  8,  which  converted  Uses 
from  their  fiduciary  state  at  tbe  Com- 
mon law,  into  legal  estates,  it  became 
incumbent  on  tbe  Courts  to  determine 
what  effect  tbat  statute  should  have,  in 
respect  to  tbe  executory  limitations 
under  consideration.    When  tbe  case 
was  first  pressed  on  tbe  Courts,  it 
should  seem  to  have  been  necessary  for 
them  to  consider,  whether  tbe  statute 
executed  any  modifications  of  pro- 
perty made  through  tbe  medium  of 
Uses,  wbich  the  Courts  of  law  would 
have  bekl  illegal,  if  they  bad  been 
made  of  tbe  lands  themselves,  m  coo- 
v^ances  at  Common  law.    So  far  as 
respects  tbe  modifications  of  property 
m  question,  tbe  Courts  held  them  to 
be  executed  by  tbe  statute,  and  thus 
made  them  a  part  of  the  English  law 
of  real  property.  Comparing  them  with 
remainders  and  titles  of  entry  for  a  oon- 
dition  faroken,  they  appear  of  a  mixed 
nature,  partaking  in  some  measure  of 
tbe  nature  of  each.     They  so  far  par- 
take of  the  nature  of  a  remainder,  tbat 
when  tbe  event  upon  which  they  are 
to  have  effisct,  takes  place,  tbe  estate 
or  interest  created  by  Uiem,  passes  to 
a  stranger ;  and  they  so  far  partake 
of  tbe  nature  of  a  title  to  enter  for  tbe 
breach  of  a  condition,  that  when  tbe 
event   proposed    takes   place,   they 
operate  to  defeat  the  preceding  estate. 
When  tbe  Uses  raised  by  them,  arise 
from  an  event  provided  for  by  tbe. 
deed  or  will  which  creates  them,  they 
are  called  Conditional  Limitations,  Se- 
condary, Future,  Springing,  or  Shift- 
ing Uaes,  or  Executory  devises,aooord- 
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Definition  of 
an  JSzecatory 
deyise. 


Mr.  Feanut's 
(tiitribtttion  of 
Executory  de- 
vites. 


And  Mr.  Pru- 

l01l*l. 


An  Executory  devise  has  been  defined  to  be»  (ft)  "  a 
limitation  by  will  of  a  future  estate  or  interest  in  land, 
which  canjaot,  consistently  with  the  rules  of  law,  take  efiect 
as  a  remainder;"  a  definition  which,  though  concise,  com* 
prebends  every  class  of  limitations  of  this  nature.  It  is  a 
species  of  limitation  by  will  nearly  answering  to  the  system 
of  Springing,  Shifting,  or  Future  Uses,  declared  in  instru-- 
ments  inter  vivos;  although,  as  we  shall  hereafter  see,  estates 
may  sometimes  be  created  through  the  medium  of  Exe- 
cutory devise,  which  would  not  be  admissible  in  deedsy 
even  by  way  of  Use. 

The  learned  author  of  the  Essay  on  Contingent  Re^ 
mainders  has  distinguished  (c)  Executory  devises  into  two 
kinds.  The  first  is,  when  the  devisor  parts  with  his  whole 
fee-simple,  but  upon  some  contingency  qualifies  that  dispo- 
sition, and  limits  an  estate  on  that  contingency.  The  second 
class  is,  where  the  devisor,  without  parting  with  the  imme-* 
diate  fee,  gives  a  future  estate  to  arise  either  upon  a  contin« 
gency  or  at  a  period  certain,  unpreceded  by,  or  not  having 
the  xequisite  connection  with,  any  immediate  fineehold  to 
give  it  effect  as  a  remainder.  This  distribution  being 
meagre  and  deficient,  the  author  of  the  Essay  on  AbstrcLctt 
has  clasnfied  {d)  Executory  devises  more  minutely,  and 
distinguished  them  into  six  kinds.  They  are  the  following : — 
1st  (agreeing  with  the  former  of  Mr.  Fearne's  two  daasea) ; 
When  an  interest  is  limited  in  contingency  to  take  eflbct 
eventually  and  in  derogation  and  abridgment  of  a  previous 
estate  in  fee.  2ndly;  When  the  testator  gives  a  future 
interest  of  freehold  to  arise  either  on  a  contingency,  or  at  a 
time  certun,  but  does  not  part  with  the  immediate  fee,  or 
limit  any  immediate  freehold.     3rdly ;  When  the  testator 


ing  to  the  natore  of  the  event  on 
which  they  are  Ifanited,  and  the  instru- 
ment  which  creates  them.  ¥^en 
they  arise  from  the  act  of  some  agent 
or  person  whom  the  instrument  au- 
thorixes  to  raise  or  appomt  them,  they 


are  said  to  arise  by  an  execution  of 
Power." 
(fr)  1  Jarm.  WUls,  778. 

(c)  Pp.  399,  400. 

(d)  Vol.  2,  p.  124,  et  weq. 
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gives  a  {uture  freehold  iotcrest  to  take  effect  in  possession 
after,  and  in  sabordination  to,  a  particolar-estate  of  freehold ; 
bvl  the  estate  of  fincehold  most  necessaril  j  determioe  before 
the  remote  interest  can  come  into  its  place.  4thly ;  When 
a  particular-estate,  as  distingnished  from  the  fee,  either  with 
or  without  a  dispositicni  of  the  fee,  is  given  by  will,  and 
there  is  a  devise  in  the  same  will,  to  take  eflRn^t  in  deroga- 
tion and  abridgment  of  that  estate,  befbre  the  period  of  its 
regular  deiermination.  fithly ;  When  an  estate-tail,  or  an 
estate  in  fise-svmple  is,  in  some  event,  reduced  to  an  estate 
for  hfe,  or  other  less  estate.  6thly,  and  lastly ;  When  an 
estate  is  limited  in  derogation  of  a  preceding  estate,  either 
of  inheritance  or  freehold,  and  in  fortiai,  though  not  total, 
ezdosioa  of  the  same. 

Kow,  no  one  of  these  classes  of  limitations  can,  ^  con- 
mlently  widi  the  rules  of  law,  take  eflect  as  a  remainder  ;* 
and  in  orAet  to  {Hnove  this,  it  will  be  proper  to  afford  a 
practical  illostiation  of  each  kind. 

A  limitation  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  and  if  he  die  tmder  die  aoe  Limit^ion  to 

^      A.  and  his 

of  twenty«one  years,  then  to  B.  and  his  heirs,  is  an  example  hein,  and  if  he 

of  the  first  land  of  Executory  devise.     Here,  the  gift  to  B.  timi^^e, 

would  be  void  by  the  rules  of  die  Common  law ;  which  will  ^^  ^' 
not  allow  of  any  limitation  after  the  grant  of  a  previous  fee- 
simple. 

A  devise  to  the  heirs  of  J.  S.,  who  is  living  (and  during  Limiution  to 

whose  }a&f  therefore,  no  heirs  are  ascertainable,  by  the  rule,  g  ^  (^^ng  his 

nemo  ett  hastes  viventiSi)  or  a  limitation  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  ^^/®>2  ^'  ^.^'> 

^'  '   at  the  expire- 

at  die  expiration  of  seven  yeion  from  the  testator's  death,  tion  of  seven 
are  instances  of  the  second  class;  in  each  of  which  there  is 
a  vidation  of  the  ancient  Common  law  rule,  that  an  estate 
of  freehold  cannot  be  created  to  commence  in  future. 

And,  SO;,  if  a  devise  were  made  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  Limitation  to 
his  decease  and  one  day,  or  one  year,  or  other  superadded  aftc/^his*  di" 
period,  to  R ;  B.  would  take  by  Executory  devise  of  the  ^^  °"* 
third  kind.     In  this  case,  it  is  impossible  for  the  limitation 
to  B.  to  take  effect  as  a  Remainder,  because  it  is  a  rule  of 
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the  Common  law,  that  a  remainder  must  always  vest  ettber 
during  the  continuance  of  the  particular-eatatey  or  at  the 
very  instant  of  its  determination^  whereas*  in  the  case  sc^- 
posed,  a  certain  period  must  neoe$9ariIy  elapse,  between  the 
determination  of  the  particular-estate  and  the  time  fixed  for 
the  ulterior  limitations  vesting  in  possession. 

Agnin,  if  property  were  devised  to  A.  for  lifo,  prorokd 
that  when  C.  returns  from  Rome,  it  shall  thenceforth  im- 
mediately be  to  the  use  of  B.  in  fee,  jB.'s  estate  tekes  fdaoe 
as  an  executory  devi^  of  the  fonrth  sort  The  limitation 
to  B..  would  be  void  as  a  remainder  at  Commoa  law,  (e) 
because  it  is  an  invariable  rule  that  every  remainder  most 
be  so  limited  as  to  wait  for  the  regular  deteipiinatiMi  of  the 
particular^tate,  before  it  takes  effect  in  possession,  and  not 
to  prejudice  or  esdude  the  preceding  estate.  ,  In  the  case 
put,  should  Cw  return  from  Rome  in  the  lifetime  of  >A.,  A.'s 
jCfltate  is  inmediately  to  oeaae,  and  B.'s  to  vest,  in  .posiesnon 
at  once;  whereas,  by  the  rule  just  stated  ««  a  nemainder, 
it  must  awdil  the  natural  exi»raUon  of  the  particular-eatate 

in  A* 

.  Further,  if  an  estate  be  limited  (/)  to  A^  B^«  sod  C.,,testa- 
tor*s  daughters  in  fee,  jwovided  that  if  eithw.  of  tbem  many 
without  the  consent  <^  their  mother,  or  other  p^npon,  then 
the  daughter  so  marrying  vdthout  consent,  to  have  only  an 
estate  for  life  in  the  .land  devised,  the  ai^bstitttled  imitation 
for  life  is  an  euoutory  devise  of  the  fifth  dass.  At  Com- 
mon law,  all  such  modifications  and  alterations  of  estates 
are  unknown ;  a  vested  estate  being  voidable  only  by  con- 
ditions, whidi  are  available  to  none  but  the  testator's  heirs ; 
and  fiiture  limitations  being  valid  only  by  way  of  remainder, 
expectant  upon,  and  to  take  effect  on  the  regular  determi- 
nation of,  the  prior  estates. 

And|  lastly,  {g)  a  devise  to  A.  in  fee,  {provided  if  B*  returns 


(«)  Plowd.  Com.  29  b.    2  Leo.  16. 
Co.  Lttt.  203  b,  and  note  by  Harg. 
(/)  ^rigkly.  fTrighi,  1  Vea.ar.409. 


Of)  Hamhay  ▼.  CoekreO^  1  RoIL 
Abr.835 ;  and  see  2  Prest.  Abet.  140 ; 
1  Jann.  WUIs,  7S2,  7S3. 
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fiom  Bome  within  a  certmn  time,  then  to  B.  for  life,  is  an  A.  in  fee,  and 
mstanoe  of  the  sixth  kind  of  Executory  deme.    Here,  the  from*  Rome,  to 
fee  in  A.  is  not  wholly  defeated  in  the  event  of  R's  return  ^^  ^  ^^ 
fioDi  Bome  within  the  required  period,  but  only  to  the 
extent  of  a  life-intefest  being  taken  out  of  that  fee,  fer  the 
benefit  of  B.     In  the  particular  point  of  its  violatiGn  of  the 
niks  of  the  Conunon  law,  the  ckse  veBembleti  the  first, 
fourth,  and  fifth  kinds  of  Executory  devise. 
To  one  or  other  of  these  several  clasKS,  all  limitadons  c^incteniOe 

^^^^  of  all  these 

by  way  of  £xecut<»y  devise  will  be  found  to  belong ;  but  limiutioiia,— 
under  none  will  any  limitation  be  allowed  to  rank,  unlesB  {SdTtakinff  ^ 
k  po8Be«  the  onifi^m  chancteriBtie  of  aU  the  eumplea  ^^^^ 
befece  pot ;  viz.,  the  impaisibilUy  of  He  tMmg  effect  a$  a  oommon  Uw. 
remmmder  under  tie  rule$  ef  the  Cmnman  lauK    Tbeve  is 
Bo  rule  move  dearly  settled  than  this,  and  none  which 
the  Courts  of  Justice  have  more  firmlr  adhered  to,  even 
when  by  that  adherence  plain  intentions  have  beenfirus- 
tmted,  and  whole  settlements  overturned.     It   will  not 
suffice  as  on  argunent  for  any  particidar  limitation  operat- 
ing as  an  Executory  devise,  that  such  limitation  is  lUMe  to 
destractionf  or  may  probablg  never  take  effect  as  a  remainder 
at  CcMBmon  law:  to  enable  it  to  operate  as  an  Executory 
deviae,  dia«  must  be  an  oitofateasctffM^y  fer  it  so  operating^ 
in  Older  to  its  ever  having  effect  at  aO. 

Hanc^  thus  ascertained  the  general  nature  of  limitations  Ongia  of 
hj  way  of  Executory  devise,  and  the  various  classes  into  delr^k^ 
wliicfa  they  divide  themselves,  it  will  now  be  proper  to 
inquire  briefly  into  the  character  and  time  (tf  their  ori^n. 

It  is  to  the  comlnned  operation  and  effect  of  the  Statutes 
of  Uses  and  Wills,  that  the  introduction  and  establishment 
of  Execotory  devises  have  generally  been  attributed.  But 
we  vrill  first  see  what  light  the  old  Year  Books  throw  on 
the  inqniry ;  for  there  are  some  obscure  cases  and  dicta 
to  be  found  in  those  Books  which  seem  to  afford  glimpses 
of  testamentary   limitations  in   the  nature   of  Executory 


Wills. 
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devises,  in  much  earlier  times  than   those  in  which  the 

statutes  referred  to  were  enacted.  (A)     And  of  this  opinion 

seem  to  have  been  two  or  three  of  the  judges  who  decided 

an  important  case  on  the  subject  of  Executory  devise,  which 

occurred  in  the  reign  of  James  the  First ;  for  it  b  there 

said,  that  Executory  devise,  determining  the  fee  in  one 

person  on  a  contingency,  and  raising  the  fee  up  in  another, 

had  always  in  some  respect  prevailed. 

Probable  that        Under  the  custoraarjr  power  of  devising  which  had  ob- 

ocoirred  imder  tained  in  some  places,  it  is  not  improbable  that  testamentary 

TOw^^oTdem-  ^^"sposi^O'M  of  the  kind  under  consideration  may  have  been 

»n«^''Wc'» .      ooea^nally  attempted ;  but  only  as  thus  restrictively  under- 

toStatntes  of    stood,  can  the  notion  of  the  existence  of  Executory  devises 

prior  to  the  Statutes  of  Wills  be  entertained.  Thus,  we 
find  it  laid  down  by  LUiktofh  (t)  that,  **  by  custom,  a  man 
may  devise  by  his  testament  that  his  executors  may  alien 
and  sell  the  tenements  that  he  hath  in  fee^simple,  for  a 
certain  sum  to  distribute  for  his  soul ;  in  this  case,  though 
the  devisor  die  seised  of  the  tenements,  and  the  tenements 
descend  unto  his  heir,  yet  the  executors,  after  the  death  of 
the  testator,  may  sell  the  tenements  so  devised  them,  and 
put  out  the  heir,  and  thereof  make  a  feoffment  and  estate 
by  deed,  or  without  deed,  to  them  to  whom  the  sale  is 
made."  Gotvdchep^s  case,  in  49  Edw.  3,  fol.  16,  is  to  the 
like  etkd ;  and,  indeed,  it  is  most  probable  that  that  case 
formed  the  authority  for  lAitleUnCs  position.  Another  case 
in  the  Year  Book  of  11  Hen.  6,  foL  13  6,  is  also  an  instance 
of  devise  resembling  the  case  in  LittUtont  with  the  dif- 
fetence,  that  the  sale  directed,  was  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
the  testator's  dehU.  Another  case  also,  in  the  same  Year 
Book,  occurs,  of  a  devise,  under  a  special  custom,  to  issue 
en  venire  sa  miref  which  was,  obviously,  a  devise  to  com- 
mence ffs  futurn,  and,  therefore,  could  only  be  allowable 

(A)  2  Hargr.  Jorid.  Arg.  28.  (•)  Ca  Litt.  112  b,  113  a. 
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(as  well  as  the  cases  of  testamentary  powers  jiist  mentioned) 
as  dispositions  by  will,  taking  effect  under  some  rule  of 
law  analogous  to  that  of  Executory  devise,  {k) 
These  are  the  only  examples  of  Executory  devise  of  land  Diffmnt  oon- 

closkm  fur- 

disooverable  prior  to  the  reign  of  Henry  8;  and  much  msfaedbjcMe 

doubt  is  thrown  over  ihe%tt^  by  the  case  of  The  Prior  and  ctmJ^f  of  St. 

CoBvent  of  SL  Bartholomew,  Dyer,  foL  33  a,  p.  12  {t),  Barthokmum. 

adjudged  in  the  interval  between  the  Statute  of  Uses  and 

the  first  Statute  of  WilU    The  case  arose  on  a  devise  in 

fee,  to  the  prior  and  convent  of  St  Bartholomew,  psyhig 

yearly  to  the  dean  and  chapter  of  St  Paul's,  sixteen  marks, 

and,  in  default,  their  estate  to  cease,  and  the  dean  and 

chapter  and  their  successors  to  have  it;  and  the  judges, 

Fitzherbert  and  Baldwin^  held  it  not  allowable  to  Umit  a 

fee  upon  a  fee.    Lord  Chief  Justice  Vaughan^  in  the  reign 

of  Charies  2,  (m)  considered  this  case  in  Dyer  as  amounts 

ing  to  a  decision,  that  Executory  devises  were  unknown  to 

the  ancient  Common  law.    His  words  are : — *^  This  way  of 

Executory  devise  after  a  feensimple  of  any  nature,  was  in 

fiunmer  ages  unknown,  as  appears  by  a  case  in  the  Lord 

Dyer^  29  Hen.  8,  concerning  a  devise  to  the  jMior  and 

convent  of   St   Bartholomew,    by  the  clear  opinion    of 

Baldwin  and  Fitzherberl,  the  greatest  lawyers  of  the  age*" 

And  so,  again,  it  is  said  in  the  case  oi  Roe  v.  Fhd,  Pasch. 

2  Geo.  2 ;  Fort  184 ; — '^  Executory  devise  began  soon  after 

29  Hen.  8.'' 

Notwithstanding,  therefore,  the  cases  cited  above  from  Not  much 
the  Year  Books,  there  is,  perhaps,  upon  the  whole,  litde  be^tacbeU 
gromid  for  assuming  any  intelligent  approval  to  have  been  ^^  Executory^" 
given  to  limitations  by  way  of  Executory  devise,  prior  to  ^^^  ?^^  ^ 
the  period  when  the  general  power  of  devising  was  con- 
feired  by  the  Statutes  of  Wills.     For  the  extreme  rarity  of 
testamentary  dispositions  of  real  property  (otherwise  than 


(A)  2  Harg.  Jurid.  Arg.  29.  (m)  Skddon,  ▼.  Gardiner,  Vattghan, 

(I)  And  see  1  Eq.  Ab.  186,  pi.  3.      271. 
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through  the  medium  of  Uses,  and  of  such  devises  we  are 
not  here  speaking,)  will  diow,  that  though  limitations  in 
wills  in  the  nature  of  Executory  devises  may  have  been 
sometimes  attempted,  and  even  tacitly  allowed,  there  can 
have  been  little  occasion  for  that  strict  inquiry  into  tlmr 
legality,  which  alone  could  entitle  any  supposed  decision  to 
weight  or  consideration. 
Origin  of  j^  beinfit,  as  we  have  seen,  the  chief  effect  of  the  Statute 

Executory  »«-       «  -^ 

▼IMS  to  be  of  Uses  to  introduce  limitations  of  estates  unknown  to  the 
the  combined  Common  law,  by  reason  of  its  transferring  the  possession 
JJJ^^I^^  to  the  Use,  "  after  the  form  and  manner  of  the  Use,"  it  was 
vL^  reasonable  to  suppose,  that  Umitations  admitted  by  Uie 
doctrine  of  Uses  would  be  allowed  under  the  new  power 
of  devise  conferred  by  the  statutes  of  32  and  34  Hen.  8. 
Not,  indeed,  that  it  was  or  is  dear  that  the  operation  of 
the  statute  of  27  Hen.  8,  necessarily  extended  to  Uses 
limited  in  Wills ;  for  this  has  been  always,  and  is  still*  a 
disputed  question;  and,  if  regard  be  had  to  the  weight 
of  authority  («)  and  argument,  it  would  even  seem,  that 
Uses  declared  in  wills  are  not  executed  by  the  statnte. 
PracticaUy,  however,  the  subject  is  of  little  moment,  for 
the  testator^s  iniention  (the  polenstar,  as  it  were,  for  judicial 
guidance  in  the  construction  of  wilb)  in  all  cases  determines 
where  the  legal  estate  shall  reside^  and  the  Uses  are  exe* 
cuted  or  not^  according  as  that  intention  will  be  best 
served,  (o)  But  the  point  for  our  consideration  is,  that 
the  Statute  of  Uses  having  legalized  limitations  in  deeds 
void  by  the  rules  of  the  Common  law,  it  was  an  almost 
necessary  consequence,  that  the  same  indulgence  should  be 
exteikled  to  testamentary  dupositions,  under  the  Statute 
of  Wills>  which,  in  terms,  authorized  the  devise  of  real 
estates,  *'at  the  free  will  and  pleasure**  of  the  devisor. 
Thus,  Mr.  Hargrave  has  observed,  (p) — **  That  ii 


(m)   Bootfa*8    opinion   in   Shepb.  Tr.   356,  n.,  and  intboritiei   there 

Touchst  Harg.  n.  to  Co.  Litt.  271  cited, 
b,  n.  1,  8.  ill.  6.  (/>)  2  Jurid.  Arg.  31. 

(o)  a  contra,  Sngd.  Otlb.  Uies  and 


dMndd  be^n  to  be  subject  to  Ezecutorjr  devifle,  may  be 
aooounted  for  from  tbe  progress  of  Uses  and  Trusts  after 
the  Statute  of  Uses,  27  Hen.  8,  and  from  the  effect  pro- 
duced by  the  power  of  devising  land  under  the  statutes 
of  32  and  34  of  the  same  reign ;  Springing  Uses  of  the 
inheritance  and  freehold  furnishing  a  precedent  for  like 
executory  estates  in  the  form  of  Executory  devise;  and 
the  constracdon  of  the  statutory  power  of  devising  at  the 
free  vrill  and  pleasut^  of  the  testator,  affording  to  the 
judg^  an  opportunity  of  exerting  a  discretion  in  fevor  of 
Exeeutcny  devise,  accordingly."  And  so,  Mr.  Preston,  (q) — 
**  Executory  devises  incontrovertibly  owe  their  ori^  to  the 
learning  of  Uses,  and  particularly  to  the  doctrine  of  Spring- 
ing or  Shifting  Uses,  and  are  dedueible  from  that  leanung." 
And,  c^ain,  Mr.  Butler^  (r) — *^  It  is  evident  that  such 
modifieadons  of  real  property  as  are  now  produced  by 
E^eeeutorjf  devues  and  conditional  limitations  would  not, 
befiite  the  pasnng  of  that  statute,"  (meaning  the  Statute 
of  Uses,)  ^have  been  allowed  by  the  Courts  of  law."  But 
die  same  learned  writer  afterwards  countenances  the  sup- 
position, ^  that  under  the  CHMtom  of  deviting  lands,  as  it 
prevaBed  in  London  and  some  other  places,  these  modifi* 
catioDS  of  properly"  Speaking  of  limitations  analiigous  to 
Springfaig  and  ifiiifting  Uses  in  deeds)  ^'were  sometimes 
act»npted  ;  and,  from  the  liberality  which  our  Courts  have 
ahn^  adopted  in  the  construction  of  wills,  were  ofted 
allowed.* 

Upon  the  whole,  we  may  observe,  in  reference  to  this  Conclusion,-^ 
part  of  our  subject,  that,  though  distinct  in  their  respective  8hifting!"wid^' 
origins,  l^iringing,  Shifting,  and  Future  Uses  and  Executoiy  J^^JuTiJSltory 
devises  may  yet  be  reiraTded  as,  in  some  manner,  connected,  devises  are 

•^  •'  ,  connected  in 

as  well  in  respect  to  the  period  of  their  first  recognition  and  their  respective 
establishment,  as  in  their  principles  and  tendencies.    That  ^"^°^ 
they  have  always  been  considered  to  be  thus  closely  allied, 

(f)  %  EmKf  CO  Abet.  140.  (r)  Vote  to  F.  G.  R.  381. 
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is  manifest,  from  the  identity  of  the  rules  which  govern 
both  classes  of  limitations,  in  reference  to  the  law  of  per- 
petuity. 

It  remains  to  give  a  short  account  of  the  authorities  by 
which  the  validity  of  Executory  devises  was  established. 

The  first  case  after  that  of  the  Prior  and  Convent  of 
SL  Bartholomew^  before-mentioned,  in  which  the  question 
of  the  validity  of  an  Executory  devise  arose,  was  one  («)  in 
the  reign  of  Philip  and  Mary,  reported  in  Dyer ;  but  no- 
thing more  than  an  inference  can  be  deduced  from  it,  in 
relation  to  the  subject  before  us.  It  was  the  case  of  a  devise 
on  the  contingency  of  the  death  of  the  testator's  heir  under 
twenty-four  ;  and  the  question  arose  ion  an  action  of  debt, 
in  which  the  point  of  the  heir  being  entitled  by  descent  or 
devise  was  raised.  It  was  held  that  this  devise  did  not 
prevent  the  descent  to  the  heir,  as  he  had  attained  his  age  of 
twenty-four^  which,  as  Mr.  Hargrave  remarks,  (f)  "  rather 
implies,  that  if  he  had  died  before,  the  devise  might  have 
operated.'*  In  the  succeeding  reign  of  Elizabeth,  several 
cases  occurred,  by  which  the  legality  of  Executory  devises 
•  wascompletely  established*  Not  to  mention  BouUofC^  case  (v ) 
in  the  6  &  7  Eliz.,  (in  which,  the  opinion  expressed  in  favor 
of  an  executory  devise  seems  to  have  been  extra-judicial, 
and  is  differently  reported,)  we  may  refer  to  the  cases  of 
Wellocke  V.  Hammondf{v)  Fuhnerston  v.  Steward^ (w)  Hinde 
V.  Lyon^  {x)  and  Hoe  v.  Gerils,  (y)  all  of  which  were  decided 
in  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  as,  in  different  degrees,  affirming 
the  principle,  that  ''  in  a  devise,  it  may  well  be,  that  an 
estate  in  fee  shall  cease  in  one,  and  shall  be  transferred  to 
another."  The  decision  to  which  we  may  refer  as  most 
satisfactory,  because  apparently  made  after  full  and  solenm 
consideration  of  the  subject,   in  all  its  bearings,   is  that 


(«)  Dyer,  fol.  124  a.  pi.  38. 
(0  2  Jarid.  Arg.  31. 
(ti)  Cited  2  Ro.  Rep.  217. 
(v)  Cro.  Eliz.  204  ;  3  Rep.  20  b. 


(ao)  Cited  in  Cro.  Jac.  592. 

(»;  2  Leo.  11. 

(y)  Cited  Palm.  136. 
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sade  in  the  case  of  Pells  v.  Broum^  {z)  which  occurred 
in  18  James  1.  The  case  was:  William  Braum  devised 
lands  to  Thomas  Brown^  his  second  son^  and  his  heirs  for 
ever,  and  if  Thomas  should  die  without  issue,  living  William 
his  brother,  that  then  William  should  have  the  devised 
lands  to  him  and  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  This 
limitation  to  William  was  solemnly  adjudged  to  be  a  good 
Executory  devise,  by  all  the  judges  of  B.  B.  It  has  before 
been  remarked,  that  in  this  case  reference  was  made  to  the 
fact  of  Executory  devises  having  always  been  allowed,  and 
the  judges  appear  to  have  attached  great  importance  to  this 
drcumstance ;  although,  as  we  have  before  seen,  this  notion 
of  the  antiquity  of  Executory  devise  must  be  received  with 
limits.  It  is  further  manifest,  from  Lord  Cokeys  arguments 
in  Manning's  case,  (a)  in  7  James  1,  (which  was  the  case  of 
an  Executoiy  devise  of  a  term  for  yean,  and  will  be  referred 
to  more  particularly  when  we  come  to  speak  of  those  limi* 
tations)  that  Executory  devises  of  the  fee  were  then  well 
established.  His  words  are, — ^*  One  may  devise  an  estate 
by  his  last  will  in  such  manner  that  he  cannot  do  by  any 
grant  or  conveyance  in  his  life.  As  if  a  man  seised  of  land 
boiden  in  socage,  devise  that  if  A.  pays  such  a  sum  to  his 
executor,  that  he  shall  have  the  land  to  him  and  his  heirs, 
or  in  tail,  or  for  life,  &c.,  and  dieth ;  and  afterwards  A. 
payeth  the  money,  he  shall  have  the  land  by  thb  Executory 
devise,  and  yet  he  cannot  have  it  by  any  grant  or  con- 
v^anoe  executory  at  the  Common  law ;  but  it  well  standeth 
widi  the  nature  of  a  devise." 

The  authorities  hitherto  mentioned  in  reference  to  the 
kgjality  of  Executory  devises  of  inheritance  have  been  those 
in  which  such  limitatuans  have  operated  to  divest  or  defeat 
a  preceding  estate  in  fee,  and  to  transfer  it  to  another  on  a 
^>ecified  event.  But  the  validity  of  Executory  devises  of 
fieeholds  to  commence  in  futuro,  was  settled  almost  con- 

(*)  Cro.  J«c  69a  (fl)  8  lUp.  95. 
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temporaneously  with  that  of  the  other  claas  of  mich  limi- 
tations. ThiiSy  where  (6)  one  devised  lands,  to  J»  S.  from. 
Michaelmas  following,  for  five  years,  remainder  to  the. 
plaintiff  and  his  heirsi  and  the  testator  died  before  the 
ensuing  Michaelmas ;  it  was  agreed,  that  the  limitatioD  to 
the  plaintiff  could  not  vest  eo  instarUi  that  the  particular- 
estate  (by  which  we  must  suppose  to  be  intended  the  fee  <tf 
the  testator)  determined,  because  of  the  term  for  yeaiB,  but 
being  in  a  will,  it  was  held  good  as  an  Executory  devise. 
So,  where  (e)  lands  were  devised  to  R  in  fee,  to  commence 
and  take  effect  six  months  after  the  testator's  death,  it  was 
adjudged  to  be  a  good  Executory  devise.  And,  again,  {d) 
a  devise  to  an  infant  en  ventre  sa  mire  was  held  a  good 
Executoiy  devise  of  this  kind ;  for,  until  the  birth,  the  devise 
does  not  take  effect,  but  the  land  descends  to  the  heir  in 
the  meantime.  And,  so.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Faugktui 
retnarks,  (e)  that  '^  if  a  devise  be  to  commence  at  a  time 
after  the  testator's  death,  and  there  is  no  devise  to  any 
one,  so  that  it  desceiids  to  the  heir  in  the  mean  time ;  this 
takes  effect  as  an  Executory  devise,  for  it  cannot  be  a 
remainder,  there  being  no  particular-estate  oa  whidi  it 
dependa" 

Thus  have  we  seen  the  nature  and  operation  of  Executoiy 
devises  of  inheritance,  their  rise  and  origin  in  the  combined 
eflects  of  the  Statutes  of  Uses  and  of  Wills,  (/)  and  tlie 
gradual  but  complete  establishment  of  their  legally  in  the 
reigns  of  Elizabeth  and  the  first  James.  We  vrall  condude 
these  inquiries  with  the  forcible  observations  of  Mr.  Har^ 
ffrave,  made  after  a  like  summary  view  of  the  law  of  Execu- 
tory devise :  (g)-^**  Executoiy  devise  spears  to  be  not  a 
genuine  ancient  branch  of  our  law,  but  an  indulged  ntperr 
induction  to  it;  not  a  regular  production  of  our  general 


(b)  J^*9  case,  Cro.  Elis.  878. 
Noy.  43. 

(c)  Oarke  ▼.  Smith,  1  Latw.  798. 
id)  I  Freliu  244.     1  WUs.  206. 


2  Mod.  9.     1  Salk.  229. 
(«)  VMighan,  269. 
(/)  2  Harg-  Jond.  Arg.  St. 
(f)  2  Harg.  Jurid.  Arg.  54,  55. 
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system,  but  an  excrescence  ;  not  a  gtrictly  regular  epedee  of  of  executory 
eniailf  but  a  permitted  irregular  mode  of  settlement ;  not  a    ^'^^^'^ 


offspring  of  our  Common  law,  but  a  privilege 
graduallg  insinuated  into  our  jurisprudence.  It  operates. 
bj  creating  future  estates  and  interests  of  every  kind,  fi;ee* 
hold  as  well  as  chattel,  in  a  way  not  endured  by  our  Com- 
nxm  law ; — ^in  a  way  quite  inconsistent  with  the  solemni^ 
of  its  tomns  as  to  freehold ; — in  a  way  which,  without  the 
rules,  the  Courts  of  Westminster  Hall  have,  by  an  exercise 
of  discretion,  introduced  to  circumscribe  this  mode  c^ 
areadi^  estates,  would  have  afforded  the  opportunity  of 
making  inheritance  and  fireehold  and  chattel  almost  ever 
precarious,  uncertain,  and  determinable,  and  consequendy 
of  making  property  almost  eternally  unalienable."  And, 
in  allusion  to  the  rule,  before  referred  to,  against  construing 
any  estate  as  operating  by  Executory  devise,  when  it  can 
take  effect  by  remainder,  the  same  gentleman  says, — **  Whilst 
this  piiority  or  precedence  of  remainder  continues,  so  long 
there  will  exist  a  badge,  not .  only  of  the  jumoiity  of 
Executory  devise,  but  of  the  disfavour  of  our  law  towards 
it,  and  of  its  being  an  indulgence." 

Having  disposed  of  Executory  devises  of  inheritance,  Executory 
we  will  now  proceed  to  consider  Executory  Bequests  of  ^noTfor^^ 
terms  for  years  and  chattels  personal ;    which  have  been  y^*"* 
reserved  for  separate  consideration!  not  so  much  on  account 
of  any  important  distinction  between  them  and  Executory 
devises;  for  in  some  respects  there  is  much  mutual  re- 
aemblaiioe;   but  because  the  inquiry  seems  properly  to 
divide  itself  according  to  the  different  natures  of  the  subject^ 
matter  of  the  limitations.     And,  first,  as  to  Executory  be*  Ancient 
quests  of  terms  for  gears.     Estates  for  years  were  anciendy  ^^^^^^  ^ 
regarded  by  the  Common  law  as  interests  in  land,  of  very  years. 
little  consequence,  and  the  termors  were  considered  rather 
8s  the  bailifb  or  servants  of  the  lord,  than  as  persons  having 
any  property  of  their  own.  (A)  The  terms  granted  were,  for 

(A)  2Bk.  Com.  141,142. 
Q  2 
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the  most  part,  short,  and  the  estate  of  the  lessee  was  also 
very  precarious ;  for  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  tenant 
of  .the  freehold  to  defeat  it  by  a  common  recovery.  But, 
whatever  the  length  of  the  term,  the  law  always  regard^  it 
as  inferior  to  a  freehold  interest,  because  the  former  was  to 
endure  for  a  time  certain  and  limited;  whereas  the  esseatial 
characteristic  of  a  freehold,  was,  uncertainty  and  possible 
duration  beyond  the  longest  term. 

When,  at  length,  however,  the  interest  of  the  tenant  was 
rendered  more  secure  and  permanent,  by  depriving  the 
freeholder  of  the  power  of  destroying  the  term  by  means  of 
a  recovery,  and  the  general  convenience  of  estates  for  years 
became  more  apparent,  they  were  esteemed  of  greater 
importance ;  and  long  terms  began  to  be  extensively  intro- 
duced, although  their  inferiority  to  freehold  estates  still 
remained. 

When  long  terms  for  years  fiist  began  to  be  made  the 
subjects  of  testamentary  disposition,  the  rule  was,  that^  if  a 
term  was  devised  to  one  for  life,  and,  afler  his  decease,  to 
another,  such  ulterior  limitation  was  void,  and  the  whole 
property  vested  in  the  person  to  whom  the  term  was  Ikmt^ 
for  life,  (f)  The  reasons  against  the  devising  of  a  term 
over,  after  an  estate  for  life  created  out  of  it,  were  very 
artificial:  one  was,  the  exility  or  small  consideration  of  a 
term ;  an  estate  for  life  being,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  of 
greater  estimation  than  the  longest  term :  and  the  other, 
that  the  possibility  of  the  term  continuing  longer  than  the 
life  of  the  first  taker,  was  not  such  an  interest  as  by  the 
rules  of  law  could  be  limited  over.  And  a  case  was  adjudged 
in  conformity  with  these  principles,  so  late  as  the  reign  of 
Edward  6, 

In  the  progress  of  time,  however,  when  long  and  bene- 
ficial terms  came  more  frequently  in  use,  and  the  con- 


(0  Dyer,  74  b,  pi.  18.  1  Roll  476.  2  Harg.  Jurid.  Arg.  41.  2 
Abr.  610,  pi.  4.  Bro.  Abr.  2^5,  pi.  Rop.  Leg.  393.  I  Jarm.  WUls. 
13.     P.  C.    R.   401.     6  Cru.  Dig.       793. 
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▼enience  of  familied  required  that  they  should  be  allowed  tmction 
to  be  settled  in  the  same  manner  as  freehold  estates,  the  beijaesrof  Uie 
jndges  began  to  relax  this  8tiictne»,  as  to  the  bequest  of  a  Jj^^'-^ 
tenn  by  way  of  remainder.     In  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  for  life, 
under  a  nice  disdnction  between  bequeathing  the  term 
itself  and  bequeathing  only  the  use  of  U,  they  allowed  the 
bequest-over  of  a  term,  as  appears  by  several  cases  in  Dyer 
and  Plowden.  {k)     But  farther  than  this,  the  judges  would 
not  go ;  for  they  stOl  held,  that  if  the  term  itself  were 
bequeathed  to  a  person  for  lifei  with  a  limitation-over  after 
Ids  decease,  the  whole  vested  in  the  first  taker,  and  the 
uftericHT  limitation  was  void. 

In  the  reign  of  James  1,  however,  the  Courts,  yielding  Ultinuite 
to  the  general  convenience,  no  longer  resorted  to  the  fine-  of  the  taliditj 
spun  distinction  between  the  bequest  of  the  term  itself,  and  ^^Jjj^^", 
the  bequest  of  the  use  of  it  onlv,  for  life,  but  established  the  pnor  bequMts 

",  for  llfei  under 

limitation  of  a  term  after  a  previous  grant  of  it  fot  life,  as  an  the  nune  of 

Executory  devise,  or,  more  correctly,   as  sin   Executory  bemic«to7 

bequest.  (J)      In  Manning^s  case,  (m)  which  occurred  in 

7  James  1,  a  testator  bequeathed  the  lease  of  a  farm  to 

M.  M.,  after  the  death  of  his  wife ;  and,  in  the  meantime, 

his  wiH  and  meaning  was^  that  she  should  have  the  use  of 

the  htm  during  her  natural  life.     It  was  contended,  that 


(A)  ft  EGt.  I>y.  27t.  b.  tFdedem 
ft  Ahayftpm  19  jQix.  >Dy.  358  b. 
Plow.  519.  Panmumr  ▼.  Vardlty, 
Plow.  539.  Cro.  Car.  346.  Ham- 
magtim  ▼.  Rmifyard,  10  Rep.  53. 

<0  "  Oat  law  never  allowed  of  li- 
jBitatiofis  of  personal  estate  by  way  of 
remaiBder,  in  the  proper  sense  of  that 
word.  It  IS  cbserYable  tbat  while  the 
civil  Ibw  m  respect  to  heirship  and 
afieBBtioa*  and  other  general  rights  of 
fn^krtff  makes  litde  perceptible  dis- 
tittetiott  between  real  and  personal  ^a^ 
<«te,exflqil  in  the  term  of  preserip- 
fioii,  the  natore  of  them  in  English 
law  is  wholly  diwhnilT,  and  tcaraely 


any  rule  of  law  which  applies  to  the 
one,  is  applicable  to  the  other.  Thia 
is  owing  to  the  universality  which  pre- 
vails in  England  of  tho  law  of  tenure, 
in  which  personal  estate  ia  of  no  ai>- 
count.  Hence,  possibly,  it  proceeded 
that  till  a  late  period  of  our  law,  per- 
sonal property  was  not  considered  to 
be  susceptible  of  modificaCioii.  When 
at  length  it  attracted  the  attentipn  of 
our  Courts,  it  was  held  that  it  could 
only  be  settled  by  way  of  Executory 
bequest  or  Executory  trust."  Butler^ 
note  to  F.  C.  R,  567. 
(m)  8  Rep.  94  b. 
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the  devise  to  M.  M.  after  the  death  of  the  testator's  wife,- 
was  void,  '^for  the  wife  having  the  same  devised  to  her 
during  her  life,  she  had  the  whole  term,  and  the  devisor 
cannot  devise  the  possibility  over,  no  more  than  a  man  can 
do  by  grant  in  his  life."     But  four  judges  out  of  five  held 
that  M.  M.  took  the  term,  not  by  way  of  remainder,  but  by 
way  of  an  executory  devise.     Lord  Coke  states  the  resolu- 
tion of  the  judges  to  be,  that,  when  the  wife  died,  it  should 
vest  in  M.  M.,  as  by  an  executory  devise,  as  if  the  testator 
had  devised  that,  after  his  son  had  pud  such  a  sum  to  his 
executors,  he  should  have  his  term ;  or  that  after  the  death 
of  A.,  6.  should  have  the  term ;  or  that  after  his  son  should 
have  returned  from  beyond  the  seas,  or  that  A.  should  die, 
that  he  should  have  it;  in  all  these  cases,  and  other  like; 
upon  the  condition  or  contingent,  the  form  of  the  devise 
was  good,  and  in  the  meantime,  the  testator  might  dispose 
of  it,  and  therefore  in  judgment  of  law,  ut  res  magis  vateai, 
the  executory  devise  should  precede,  and  the  disposition  of 
the  lease  till  the  contingent  happened,  should  be  subsequent^ 
as  in  the  case  at  bar.     For  when  the  testator  made  the  exe- 
cutory devise,  he  might  afterwards  well  devise  the  lease  till 
the  contingency  happened ;  as  if  the  testator  had  devised, 
that  if  his  wife  died  within  the  term,  that  then  M.  M.  should 
have  the  residue  of  the  term,  and  further  devised  the  same 
to  his  wife  for  her  life.     And,  further,  that  there  was  no 
difference  when  one  devised  his  term  for  life,  remainder 
over,  and  when  a  man  devised  the  land,  or  his  lease  or  farm, 
or  the  use  or  occupation  or  profits  of  his  lands ;  and  that 
where  a  man  devised  his  lease  to  one  for  life,  it  was  as 
much  as  to  say  he  should  have  so  many  years  as  he  should 
live,  and  that  if  he  died  within  the  term,  another  should 
have  it,  for  the  residue  of  the  years ;  and  although  at  the 
beginning  it  could  not  be  said  how  many  years  he  should 
live,  yet  when  he  should  die,  it  would  be  certain  how  many 
years  he  had  lived  and  how  many  years  the  other  should 
have,  and  so  by  subsequent  act,  all  would  be  made  certain* 
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The  decidoii  in  Manning*s  ctiae,  we  observe,  proceeds  Principle  of 
upon  the  principle  of  transpoeing  the  limitations ;  that  is,  which  tha^  ^^ 


of  considering  the  lipoitation-over,  as  a  bequest  on  the  con-  ^il^ofifbe. 
tiogency  of  the  devisee  for  life  dying  during  the  term,  and  V'^  ^^s^- 
the  life-estate,  as  an  intermediate  disposition,  till  the  contin- 
gency happens^  and  so,  constructively,  changing  the  order 
of  the  limitations,  by  reading  the  ulterior  limitation  as  if  it 
actually  preceded  the  intermediate  bequest.  In  the  case  in 
question,  indeed,  the  devise  itself  accorded  with  this  mode 
of  oonatming  it,  for  the  limitation  to  M.  M.  was  antecedent 
to  the  intermediate  disposition  of  the  life-estate  to  the  wife. 
But  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  rule  of  construction  adopted  in 
Mamninj/'s  case  is  applicable  to  all  cases  of  a  limitation  of  a 
tenn  of  years  to  one  for  life,  and  afterwards  to  another,  (n) 

Thus,  in  Lampet^s  case,  (o)  10  James  1,  a  term  of  500 
jears  was  devised  to  the  testator's  father  for  his  life,  and 
after  his  decease,  the  remainder  over  to  another :  upon  the 
question,  whether  the  ulterior  limitation  was  good  when  the 
term  iiseif{9Xid  not  the  use  or  occupation  of  it  only)  was 
devised  for  life,  and  afterwards  to  others ;  it  was  held,  that 
the  limitation-over  was  good  by  way  of  Executory  devise ; 
thus  completely  negativing  the  former  distinction  between 
the  devise  oi  the  term  for  life,  and  the  devise  of  the  use  of 
it  only,  and  admitting  the  rule  of  construction  adopted  in 
MaMmng*s  case,  notwithstanding  that,  on  the  fece  of  the 
win,  the  ulterior  limitation  was,  in  terms,  postponed  to  the 
life-estate,  and  limited  to  take  effect  as  a  remainder  after  it. 

These  two  cases  are  the  pillars  upon  which  rests  the  law 
of  Executory  bequests  of  chattels  real.  Their  authority 
was,  indeed,  attempted  to  be  impugned  in  two  cases  (p)  which 
afterwards  occurred;  in  one  of  which,  a  decision  seemingly 
adverse  was  pronounced ;  but  it  is  distinguishable  from  the 
cases  of  which  we  are  speakmg,  and  so  far  as  it  may  be 


(»)  F.  C.  B.  403.  (rt  Child  If.  Baify,  Oro.  J«c  459. 

(•)  10  Bip.  46.  I>ttke  of  Nar/Mt  cue,  S  Cha.  Ca.  1. 
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deemed  as  an  opposing  authority,  it  has  been  since  overruled. 
And  it  has  ever  once  remained  settled,  that  chattels  real 
may  be  limited  by  will  in  strict  settlement,  so  as  to  answer 
aU  the  purposes  of  an  entail  (q) 
Doctrine  of  It  will  be  observed,  that  the  whole  doctrine  of  Executoiy 

quettsproceedi  bequests  of  terms  for  years  is  grounded  on  the  assumption, 
Aat?'^ b    ^**  ^^^  ^™^^  possibly  be  a  division  of  the  term  into 
particular-estate  and  remainder.      And  such  division  is 
impossible,  not  only  because  it  would  be  inconsistent  with* 
the  notion  that  an  estate  for  life  is  of  greater  magnitude 
than  any  term  of  years,  but,  also,  because  of  the  native  indi- 
visibility of  a  term,  except  where  a  certain  stated  number 
of  years  is  subtracted  from  the  whole  period,  or  it  is  other- 
wise definitely  apportioned.     For,  if  an  estate  for  years  be 
assigned  or  bequeathed  to  a  person  for  life  immediately, 
(that  is,  not  through  the  medium  of  trustees)  with  a  limita- 
tion-over after  his  death,  it  is  certain,  that  daring  the  life  of 
the  first  taker,  the  whole  term  is  in  him ;  for  as  it  is  impos- 
sible to  say,  what  portion  of  the  term  vnll  expire  during  his 
life,  and  what  portion  will  remain  to  the  person  entitled 
under  the  limitation-over,  it  is  not  partible  between  the  two ; 
and,  not  being  partible,  the  whole  must  vest  in  the  person 
for  the  time  being  in  possession,  (r)    It  is  a  rule  in  relaticm 
to  remainders,  at  Common  law,  that  the  remainders  must 
pass  out  of  the  grantor  at  the  same  time  with  the  particular- 
estate  ;  but,  in  the  case  of  a  term,  there  is  no  estate  to  ccm- 
stitute  a  remainder  as  distinct  fiK>m  the  particular-estate,  nor 
(if  there  were  such  an  estate,)  can  it  be  predicated  what  the 
remainder  will  consist  of.     Having  once  ascertained  that 
there  is  no  remainder,  in  fact,  nor  any  possibility  of  such  a 
remainder,  in  the  nature  of  the  case,  the  question  arises, 
what  is  the  character  of  a  limitation  of  a  term,  to  take  effect 


(q)  Cotton  V.  Hea^  Roll.  Abr. 
612.  Do9wtay.  Earh,  12  Ves.  478. 
T%eobaid»  v.  Duffbyt  9  Mod.  101. 
MaHett  V.  Saekford^  8  Yin.  Abr.  89, 


pi.  5.     And  see   Roe  d.   Bendatt  ▼. 
SommeTMiif  5  Borr.  2608. 

(r)  Fh»t.  Abst  4, 144.     3  ib.  152. 
9utl.  note  to  F.  C.  R.  401. 
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after  the  decease  of  a  penon  to  whom  a  life  interest  in  it 
hsbeen  pievionsly  allotted?  And  to  this  question  it  is 
naoifest  that  the  only  answer  is,  that  if  the  ulterior  limita* 
tkm  is  to  take  eflect  at  all,  it  must  do  so  in  a  manner,  and 
opoQ  principles,  analogous  to  those  which  obtain  in  the  case 
of  an  Eiecutoiy  devise  of  inheritance,  to  take  eflect  after  or 
in  defeasance  of  a  fee  previously  limited*  There,  the  whole 
interest  is  disposed  of^  and  to  give  eflect  to  the  ulterior  limi- 
tation, resort  must  be  had  to  the  doctrine  of  Executory 
iewBi  in  the  case  of  a  term  limited  for  Hfe,  with  remainder 
OTer,  the  whole  interest  becoming  vested  in  the  first  taker, 
by  neoeasaiy  coostruction  of  law,  the  subsequent  limitation 
caoBot  otherwise  take  efiieict  than  as  an  Executory  bequest 

Here  it  must  be  noted,  that  as  the  learning  of  Executory  ^^  ^^^  ^ 
bequests  of  estates  for  years  is,  by  its  very  terms,  confined  ditpontion 

of  temu  by 

to  tetiamentafy  limitations,  and,  as  there  is  no  species  of  deed,  mniiiir 
limitation  in  deeds  applicable  to  such  interests,  analogous  ^oe^*'^^'^ 
toSprbging  and  Shifting  Uses  of  inheritance,  the  proper  way 
of  creating  future  interests  by  deed  in  estates  for  years,  or^ 
in  other  words,  making  an  inter  vivos  settlement  of  them, 
B>  by  vesting  the  whole  term  in  trustees,  and  declaring  trusts 
in  fiivor  of  the  several  persons  to  whom  interests  are  in- 
tended to  be  given.  ($)  These  may  be  called  Future  iruete  ; 
and  as  the  different  modifications  of  interest  in  the  settled 
term,  eflected  through  the  medium  of  them,  possess,  in 
equity,  all  the  attributes  belonging  to  legal  estates  at  law, 
and  are  alienable,  when  similar  interests  at  law  could  be 
tranrfened,  they  efiectually  answer  all  the  purposes  of  fiunily 
setdements^  or,  at  least,  all  such  purposes  as  can  be  eflected 
in  wilk  through  the  medium  of  Executory  bequests,  {t) 
The  diflerence  between  these  Executory  bequests  and  similar 
tniats  iQ'deeds  being,  chiefly,  this;  that  whereas  the  former 
transfer  the  legal  interest  in  the  terra  to  every  person  suc- 


(t)  2  Prest  Abit  5. 

(I)  1  Vernoii,  236, 236.    6  Cm.  Dig.  478. 
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cemvely  becoming  entitled  under  the  limitations,  the  latter 
m  no  way  affect  the  legal  interest ;  which  remauis  vested  in 
Ae  trustees,  from  whom  an  aiasignment  of  it  may  be  obtained, 
by  any  peraon  acquiring  an  absolute  interest  in  the  trust  of 
the  term,  imder  any  of  the  limitations  expressed  in  the 
deed* 
M«ie«f  litkiit-       There  is,  nevertheless,  one  mode  in  which  (it  wquld 
nuundors    *      se^ai)  («)  a  l^al  remainder  can  be  limited  of  a  tenn  of 
ge^d^  «^*     years ;  and  that  is,  by  a  definite  and  specific  apportionment 
observed  upon,  of  ^e  term  between  the  persons  to  whom  interests  in  it  are 
successively  intended  to  be  given.    Thus,  suppose  A.,  being 
possessed  of  a  term  of  500  years,  is  dearous  of  settling  it 
upon  his  wife  B.,  for  life,  and  after  her  decease,  upon  C.  and 
D.,  his  sons,  and  to  be  also  desirous,  in  mating  such  settle- 
ment, of  limiting  legal  interests  to  the  parties  intended  to  be 
benefited. 

This  object  may  (it  is  conceived)  be  e£fected,  by  assigning 
the  property  to  B.  for  100  years,  (or  any  other  specific  pen:- 
tion)  of  the  term,  if  she  shall  so  long  live,  and  after  the  de- 
termination of  the  100  years,  then  the  property  to  remain  to 
C.  and  D.,  for  the  residue  of  the  500  years*  term.  In  such 
a  case,  B.'s  interest  in  some  degree  resembles  an  under- 
lease; during  B.'s  life,  C.  and  D.  have  a  vested  legal 
remainder  or  reversion,  (it  may  be  doubted,  which,)  and 
when  B.  dies,  the  sub-term,  limited  to  her,  ceases,  and  the 
ulterior  limitation  thereupon  vests  in  possesion,  for  the 
whole  residue  of  the  term.  And  this  mode  Of  limiting 
successive  leg^  interests  in  terms  might  (it  should  seem) 
be  extended  to  a  series  of  limitations  in  strict  settlement. 
As,  however,  this  method  of  limiting  fiiture  interests  in 
terms  for  years  has  never  been  sanctioned  by  the  practice  of 
die  profession,  or  received  judicial  approval,  it  is  impossible 
to  say  that  it  can  be  recommended  as  a  mode  of  settlement 
of  estates  for  years,  preferable  to  that  effected  by  means  of 

(k)  3  Prest  Abit.  153. 
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Future  trusts.  It  is  easy  to  foresee  (v)  that  many  qiie»> 
tioDSy  by  na  means  easy  of  sdution,  m^;ht  be  raised  upon 
the  validi^  and  effect  of  limitations  made  in  the  wftwi^r 
suggested,  were  the  practice  carried  out  to  the  full  extent ; 
and  the  poesilnlity  of  such  diflScuIties  arising  is  a  sufficient 
aigument  against  resort  to  this  untried  expedient 

With  respect  to  the  different  kinds  of  Executory  bequests  AU  kinds  of 
of  terms  for  years,  it  can  scarcely  be  said  to  be  necessaiy  to  quMtthaYe 
dasaify  them,  (w)  inasmuch  as,  in  every  instance  of  such  SJ^"^ 
limitadons,  the  whole  term  vests  in  the  first  taker,  without 
regard  to  the  extent  of  his  beneficial  interest.    In  the  case 
of  Executory  devises,  as  we  have  seen,  there  are  various 
modifications  of  interest  to  which  the  first  taker  may  be 
confined ;  he  may  have  a  fee-simple,  a  fee-tail,  a  fineehold, 
or  a  term  for  years  only :  and  such  varieties  of  interest  give 
rise  to,  and  necesritate  the  distinctions  between  the  various 
modes  of  Executory  devise.     But  in  every  case  of  Exe- 
cutory  bequeeii  there    is  one  common  feature;    viz.,  its 
operating  to  defeat  or  divest  the  whole  interest  in  the  term, 
which  is  previously  vested  in  another  person. 

It  may  be  well,  however,  to  point  to  the  distinctions  ciastes  of 
wfaidi  exist  in  Executory  bequests  of  terms  of  years,  in  ^^^J 
regard  to  the  diflerent  ramifications  of  the  beneficial  interest 

Tlie  first  sort  of  Executory  bequest,  viz.,  where  a  term  i.  limiutioii 
for  years  is  bequeathed  to  one  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  ^tfor^e!^ 
to  another,  has  already  been  illustrated  and  observed  upon. 

Another  («)  kind  is,  where  there  is  a  complete  disposition,  2.  Limitation 
both  legal  and  beneficial,  of  the  term,  and  there  is  a  sub-  oonplete"?6nl 
stitution  of  another  inft,  to  take  effect  in  some  event  which  ^n^  m°5^^'*^ 

°  dispofitioii. 


(»)  3  Picit.  Abit.  154.     And  lee      sited  to  tke  flnt  tiker.     VHt  F.  C. 
of  Mr.  JPruUmt  tn  Btngmtgh      R.  401,  et  uq.    Mr.  PruUmt  on  the 


V,  Edndg€t  1  Sim.  248.  contrary,  oonsiderB  there  if  ai  much 

(v)  Mr.  Fmme  treeti  all  Execo-      di?enity  in    Executory  bequeete  of 


lory  bcqaeeti  m  coMtHntlBg  but  one  terms,  as  in  Executory  deviNa  of  in- 

cli«,  end  tahcf  no  diatiiicttoa  between  heritance.     See  2  Eiiay  on   Abft. 

thea^  on  aooovBl  of  diflerenoe  in  the  143. 
aatere  and  extent  of  the  interest  li-  (x)  2  Prest.  Abit.  142. 
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18  to  defeat  or  abridge  the  former  beqaest     Thus,  if  A. 
bequeath  a  term  of  five*hundred  years  absohitely  to  B., 
pnmded  that  if  he  dies  under  twenty-one  years  of  age, 
then  C.  shall  have  it*     Here,  not  only  the  whole  legal 
estate  in  the  term  is  vested  in  B.  under  the  beqnest,  but 
also  the  entire  beneficial  interest,  subject,  as  to  both,  to  an 
Executory  bequest  in  favour  of  C,  in  the  specified  event. 
3.  Limttatioa      i  A  third  species  of  limitations  of  terms  in  wills,  which, 
it'  has  been  said,  (y)  takes  efiect  under  the  doctrine  of 
Ekecutory  bequests,  is,  where  a   substantive  and  inde- 
pendent bequest  of  a  term  is  made  to  wait  for  efiect  until 
a  certain  period,  or  the  happening  of  a  specified  event; 
as,  if  a  term  be  bequeathed  to  A.,  at  the  expiration  of  seven 
years  fixnn  the  testator's  death,  or  upon  the  death  of  B. 
Bat  qoestion-    Biit  it  18  vcij  doubtful  whether  such  a  limitation  of  a  term 
thbbewin.     d^^  comc  fully  within  the  definition  of  an  Executory 
oTtorbMucsT  t^*'®^    '^^  depends  upon  the  question,  whether  the 

Itrnkadon  of  an  existing  term,   to  take  efiect  in  /uturOf 
unpreoeded  by  a  gift  to  any  other  person,  was  good  at  the 
OdKimon  law*    K  so,  then  the  limitation  under  considerar 
tion-is  not,  strictly  speaking,  an  Executory  bequest;  but  if 
such  a  limitation  was  contrary  to  the  rules  of  the  Common 
'  Umt,  then,  only  under  the  doctrine  of  Executory  bequests, 
can  it  be  now  admissible. 
EziMipkiion         in  the  first  place,  it  is  quite  clear  that  a  term  of  years 
'      maj'be  ertaied  to  commence  at  a  future  period,  either  by 
•  deed  or  wilL  («)    But  an  assignment  of  a  term  by  deed  is, 
,,     it. seems,  void^  unless  it  create  an  immediate  tenancy,  (a) 
There   are,  however,  no  satis&etory  authorities  for  this 
position ;  and  cases  are  to  be  found,  which  support  a  con- 
trary doctrine,  (ft)    It  may,  neverthetessi  periiaps,  be  safely 
averred,  that  the  assignment  of  a  term  to  take  efiect  upon 

(y)'t  Preit  Ab8t.43.  Jermifn  ▼.  Otehard,  Show.  Pari:  Ga. 

•C)  Ootti.  Dig.  tit  "States,"  O/  199,  aa  warranting  the  mfercMA 

9.    3  Prest.  Ahtt.  7.  (6)  Pldw.  Cott.  634. 
(«)  2  Preit.  Abat.  6,  144,  eithig 
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the  death  of  a  peisoa  (as  if  the  lessee  grant  hk  term. 
aiWr  his  death,)  is  void,  on  the  technical  ground,  that  the 
life  is  to  be  preaunied  of  kngcar  continnaiire  than  the  tevm;; 
wl^  is  still  of  Ibrce  in  r^ard  to  limitatioos  in  deed& 

With  respect  to  limitations  of  terms  in  wilk,  to  oonv-< 
mence  in  fuiMra,  we  are  to  observe,  diat  the  testamentaxy 
pover  was  exercised  over  terms  for  yeare>  and*  other  chattel 
inteiests  in  land,  prior  to  the  Statutes. of  Wills,  on  aoconnt 
of  the  <Mriginal  imbecility  and  inngnifieanoe  of  soch  in^^ 
terests.  (c)  The  pr^nrnption^  therefore,  is  in  fovonr  of  the' 
hypothesis,  that  bequests  of  terms  of  years  to  commenoe 
»8  fiUwro  \iere,  or  would  have  been,  allowed  at  Common 
law ;  since  it  is  hi^ly  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  plans 
and  exigencies  of  testators  would  lead  to  such  dispositions 
being  sometimes  attempted;  althoi^h  it  must  be  admitted, 
DO  authorities  can  be  adduced  to  warrant  such  a  supposition. 
At  all  events,  it  may,  perhaps,  with  tolerable  certainty^  be 
asserted,  that  a  bequest  of  a  term''  after  the  death  of  a 
penon,  whether  preceded  or  not  by  the  limitation  of  a  prior 
interest  to  such  person,  would  have  been  invalid  at  the 
()«nmon  law,  because  of  the  old  legal  notion  that  an  estate 
for  life  was  a  greater  interest  than  the  longest  term. 

But,  whether  a  limitation  of  a  term  101  ftUuro  be  aa  ConcliuioQ— 
example  of  Executory  bequest,  or  whether  it  be  a  species  of  ter^'jn *^"' 
of  testamentary  disposition  which  was  allowed  at  the  Com-  ^^^\  ^1^ 
moD  law,  it  is,   certainly,  a  mode  of  bequest,  intimately  catorjbe- 
connected  with  the  doctrine  of  Executory  bequests,  and  3ie  learning 
involving  much  of  the  learning  on  the  creation  and  qualifi*  s^h  interelu. 
cation  of  such  interests,  (d) 

(«)  Haf]^  note  Co  Co.  Litt.  Ill  in  Uw  text  Ifir.  BmOkt  (note  to  F% 
k,  Mte  1.  Vide  Mfira,  p.  1&  C.  R.  401),  after  sUtisg  that  there 
{d)  It  may  here  be  proper  to  state,  cannot,  strictly  speaking,  he  a  remain- 
that  the  opnuoss  of  three  eminent  der  in  chaUels  real  and  personal, 
vriiers  on  the  law  of  reel  property,  says,  "and,  tker^fw^  e^wyjkhtn  be- 
Ur.  Mmikr^  Mr,  Pre$i9ih  and  1^.  ijnest  of  personal  property,  wkttker  U 
are  all  fiaroorable  to  the  af-  be  preceded  or  not  preceded  6y  a  prior 
new  oi  the  question  noticed  bequui,  or  limited. on  a  certain  or  un* 
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Of  Eiecntory 
bequests  of 
chattels 
penonal. 

Andent  rea- 
sons aninst 
gifts  of  such 
projiertv  after 
a  prior  limit** 
tion  for  life. 


The  exMiples^  above  given,  (whether  two  or  three)  of 
Executory  bequests  of  terms  of  years,  will  be  found  to 
oomprise  every  testamentary  limitation  taking  efiect  in 
that  character ;  and  the  wills  of  most  testators  possessed 
of  leasehold  property  supply  instances  of  such  limitadons, 
except  when  the  terms  are  vested  in  trustees,  and  the 
interests  of  the  persons  intended  to  take  beneficially,  are 
limited  through  the  medium  of  trtats* 

The  validity  of  Executory  gifts  of  chatteb  penanal  was 
not  established  so  early,  as  was  that  of  Executoiy  bequests 
of  terms  of  years,  (e) 

The  objection  taken  to  their  being  made  the  subject  of 
such  modifications  of  ownership,  was  almost  one  with  the 
reason  urged  against  limitations  of  a  term  of  years  after 
a  previous  disposition  of  it  for  life : — the  latter  being,  as 
before  observed,  the  exility  or  small  consideration  of  a 
term  as  compared  with  a  life-estate,  and  the  unpresumaUe 
continuance  of  a  term  beyond  the  period  of  a  life ;  and 
the  former,  the  perishableness  of  the  subject-matter  of  the 
gif^  which,  it  was  said,  could  not  be  supposed  capaUe  of 
endurance  or  preservation  beyond  the  period  of  a  life. 
Accordingly,  we  find  it  expreedy  laid  down  (/)  as  a  dear 
rule  of  law,  that  the  disposition  of  a  personal  chattel,  even 
though  only  for  an  hour,  operated  to  vest  the  absolute 
interest  in  the  person  to  whom  it  was  limited,  so  that  he 


certain  event,  is  an  Executoiy  bequest, 
and  falls  under  the  rules,  by  which 
that  mode  of  limitation  b  regulated.'* 
Mr.  Preglxm  (2  Essaj  on  Abst  144,) 
considers,  that  as  an  assignment  of  a 
term  by  deed,  to  commence  infuiuro, 
is,  vqfMn  primsiple,  and  (he  thinks)  an- 
thority,  in?alid,  so  also  would  a  cor* 
respondent  bequeH  of  a  term  be,  at 
ComnKm  law.  Mr.  JarmoH  ( I  Treat, 
on  Wills,  793,)  says,  <*  no  remainden 
can  be  limited  in  real  and  personal 
chattels ;  erery  /kimre  bequnt  of 
which,  Mtff/yrs,  whether  preceded  by 


a  partial  gift  or  not,  is  in  its  nature 
executory.**  What  connexion  there 
is  between  the  premiss^  that  no  re- 
mainder can  be  limited  in  chattels, 
and  the  conclusion,  that.**  therefore** 
a  future  gift  unpreceded  by  a  prior 
limitation  is  an  Executory  bequest,  the 
writer  is  unable  to  discover ;  «Uhoagh, 
doubtless,  the  learned  reader's  pene* 
tration  will  supply  the  hidden  link  in 
the  chain  of  reasoning. 

(e)  2  Hafg.  Jnrid.  Aig.  ST. 

(/)  8  Rep.  95.  And  see  2  Harg. 
Jurid.  Ai|^.  61. 
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might  sell  or  diapoee  of  it ;  and  every  limitation  over  was 
In  the  come  of  time,  die  same  distinedon  was  admitted  p|ft>»^^ 

^  taken  between 

in  bcqaestB  of  chattels  penonal,  as  the  judges  (in  the  wise  a  gift  of  the 
idaxatioQ  of  a  rigorous  role,  and  in  oonfonnity  with  the  the  km  only, 
superior  respect  paid  to  testamentary  dispositions,  although 
oontxavening  the  ancient  rales  of  law,)  allowed  in  limitations 
of  terms  of  years :  they  sanctioned  the  bequest  of  ike  tae 
of  a  personal  things  for  life,  with  an  ulterior  Umitotion^oarer 
of  the  chattel,  to  take  effect  on  the  finst  legatee's  death; 
bat  still  held,  that  the  bequest  of  the  chaUel  Uselfim  Uft^ 
invalidated  any  further  limitation  of  it,  and  operated  to 
vest  the  whole  of  it  in  the.fint  taker,  {g)  This  distinction 
was  manifipistly  adopted,  out  of  a  desire  to  yield  to  the 
geoefal  convenience,  which  required  that  chattels  personal 
shoeld  be  allowed  to  be  made  the  subject  of  settlement, 
in  the  same  manner  as  real  estate,  and,  at  the  same  time, 
an  unwillingness  to  give  up  the  restrictions  of  the  ancient 
Commofi  law,  fixr  which  the  judges,  in  the  times  of  which 
we  are  now  speaking,  always  evinced  great  partiality* 

Thb  subtle  distinction  was  longer  and  more  tenaeiously  This  distinc 
adhered  to,  in  legasd  to  Escecutory  bequests. of  personal  ^ered^to. 
chattels^  dian  to  similar  limitations  of  terms  for  years.  (A) 
Ei^wdal  regard  appears  to  have  been  had  to  the  imbecility 
and  insignificance  of  personalty,  in  the  eye  of  the  law ;  and 
it  was  argued,  that  though  terms  of  years  and  other  chattel 
interests  in  land,  were  but  of  comparatively  small  con- 
rideiation,  yet,  as  the  subject-matter  of  those  interests  was 
permanent  and  substantial,  there  was  greater  reason  for 
aDowing  Executory  bequests  of  them,  than  could  be  uiged 
bt  the  extension  of  a  similar  privilege  to  the  meanest 
property  of  which  the  law  was  cognizant 

As,  however,  personalty  increased  in  consideration  an4  But  ultimately 

(f)  Bfo.  Ah.  tit.  DeviM* Cro. Car.      of  8ir  W.  GnuU  in  BamMr,  Mmtseli, 
UGL     FMd  T.  Vaekti,   I  Cha.  Ca.      3  Mer.  195. 
IV.    F.  C.  R.  401.     ObMirvatioM         (A)  2  Harg.  Jurid.  Aig.  5^ 
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gaxe  way  to 
geocnl  coiu 
venience. 


And  there- 
fore gifts  of 
chattels,  after  a 
prior  limitatioii 
for  life,  are 
good. 


The  meanB 
adopted  for 
preserving 
chattels  per- 
sonal for  the 
ulterior 
legatee. 


importance,  this  artificial  distinction  between  the  bequest  of 
the  use  of  a  personal  chattel,  and  of  the  thing  itself  was 
gradually  abandoned,  (i)     The  final  struggle  made  in  its 
behalf,  was  in  the  year  1695,  in  the  case  of  Hyde  v.  Par- 
ratty  (k)  where,  after  aigument  and  consideration.  Lord 
Keeper  Somen  adjudged  a  bequest-over  of  household  goods, 
&C.,  to  H.,  after  the  death  of  the  testator's  wife,  (to  whom  a 
life-interest  had  been  previously  given)  to  be  good.     The 
ground  of  the  decision  was,  that  such  a  limited  gift  en- 
titled the  restricted  l^atee,  only  to  the  use  of  the  thiqg 
bequeathed,  for  the  period  expressed,  and  did  not  vest  the 
entire  beneficial  and  legal  interest  in  him.  (/)     Since  this 
adjudication,  it  has  always  been  considered  perfi^tly  settled, 
that  an  Executory  gift  of  chattels  personal,  after  a  prior 
limitadon  for  life,  is  equally  valid  with  a  similar  bequest  of 
a  term  of  years,  (m)     And  this,  too,,  upon  the  same  groiHid 
as  that  assigned  in  Hyde  v.  Parratt;  viz.,  that  a  gift  for  life 
of  a  chattel  is  to  be  construed  as  a  gift  of  the  usufruct  only* 
In  the  case  of  a  gift  of  goods,  &c.,  to  a  person  for  life, 
with  an  Executory  bequest-over,  the  Courts  of  equity  have 
always,  during  the  continuance  of  the  prior  interest,  adopted 
means  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  ulterior  legatee.     For- 
merly, the  legatee  for  life  was  compellable  to  give  security 
for  the  chattels  being  forthcoming  at  his  decease.  (»)     But 


(0  Catehma^Y.  Nickoti,  I  P.  Wms. 
6,  note  ;  Shirley  ▼.  Ferren,  ibid.  ;  in 
both  which  cases,  the  first  legatee  was 
also  executor,  and,  therefore,  as  Mr. 
Feanu  says,  the  old  distinction  b6» 
tween  the  twc  of  a  thing  and  the  thing 
itself,  might  not  be  considered  as  com- 
pletely abandoned,  on  account  of  the 
legatee  taking  the  thing  itself  as  ese- 
euior,  and  the  use  only,  constmctiyely, 
as  legatee  for  life.    See  F.  C.  R.  405. 

(A)  1  P.  Wms.  1.  2  Vem.  331. 
And  see2  Kireeman, 206 ;  and  CUtrgei 
▼.  Albemarle^  2  Vem.  245. 

(0  The  establishment  of  the  validity 


of  Executory  bequests  of  terms  for 
years   occurred   upwards  of    eighty 
years  earlier  than  the  settlement  of  the 
same  doctrine  in  rogaid  to   cketteU 
personal;    LampetfB  case,    10    Repw 
46,  having  been  decided  in  tbe  year 
1613,  and  ffyde  v.  AciroM,  (as  stated 
in  the  text)  in  the  year  1695i. 

(m)  See  2X^ii  v.  Tiffin,  I  Vena.  2. 
Martin  v.  Long,  2  Vem.  166.  Johwt^ 
ton  V.  CaaUe,  8  Vin.  Ab.  1(>4,  pL  12. 
Upwett  V.  ffal$ey,  \  P.  WsBs.  651. 
JPkgdea  V.  Pl^dO^  ik  748. 

(»)  2  Freem.  206.     Bgtim  ▼. 
fvtt,  UN  M^pnu  F.  'C  R.  406tt 
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the  modem  practiee  is  for  the  legatee  for  life  to  sign  an 
iDTentory ;  (o)  which,  as  it  has  been  said,  is  more  equal 
jiKtiee,  as  there  ought  to  be  danger,  in  order  to  require 
Kcmity.  (p) 

As  in  the  case  of  terms  for  years,  so  of  personal  chattels,  The  liabUitj 
the  whole  legal  interest  vests  in  the  legatee  for  life,  and,  on  jj^'  ^**id 
his  decease,  passes,  under  the  Executory  bequest,  to  the  engagemenu 
dterior  Iq;atee.  (q)    During  the  life,  therefore,  of  the  first  for  life,  tnd  the 
taker,  cfae  Executory  legatee  has  no  interest  of  which  the  "^^^^^ 
kw  can  take  cognizance,  and  has  no  remedy  at  law,  by  l^*'^- 
trover,  or  otherwise,  for  the  recovery  or  restoration  of  the 
chattels,  in  case  of  spoliation,  transfer,  or  other  act  of  the 
legatee  fi>r  fife,  likely  to  produce  a  consequent  deterioration 
or  destruction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  gift 

Nor  is  it  clear,  where  the  party  beneficially  interested  ibr 
fife  18  also  clothed  with  the  legal  title,  that  even  a  Court  of 
equity  would  interfere,  during  his  life,  on  behalf  of  the 
ulterior  legatee,  to  preserve  the  goods,  &c.,  from  the  legal 
eoQsequences  attaching  to  the  possession  of  personal  chattels ; 
exgr.  their  liability  to  be  taken  in  execution  by  the  credi- 
tms  of  the  first  taker,  (r)  That  there  is  a  strong  principle 
of  justice  fer  preserving  personal  chattels  for  the  benefit  of 
the  executory  legatee,  was  admitted  by  Lord  Thurhw  ;  («) 
nor  would  it  seem,  when  the  $ubfeet  of  the  fpft  is  itself 
at  stake,  that  the  circumstance  of  the  interest  of  the  first 
taker  being  clothed  with  the  legal  estate  is  of  suflBcient 
weight  to  preclude  the  interposition  of  a  Court  of  equity.(/) 

"U,  however,  the  diattels  are  vested  in  trustees^  and  the 
beneficial  interests  limited  by  way  of  trust,  then,  as  the 
legal  interest  in  them  resides  in  the  trustees,  they  are  in  a 
position  which  will  enable  them,  in  a  Court  of  law,  to  recover 

(•)  JWff  V.  JSSmatimh  2  A^  89.  144. 

Aad  tee  3  P.  Wnu.  986;  3  Atk.  (r)  Fol^  ▼.  BwmaB,  1  Bro.  C  €. 

»1.  874. 

(p)  F^  Lwd  Tkmdow,  1  Bre.  C.  •      («)  Ibid. 

C  WS.  (0  F.  C.  B.  412. 

(ff}F«aB.4C«.    %Vwm.Ai»t 
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the  goods,  &&,  even  during  the  life  of  the  first  taker,  in 
case  of  any  act  by  him  detrimental  to  the  interests  of  the 
executory  legatee,  (u) 

But  whatever  be  the  liability  of  chattels  personal,  during 
the  existence  of  the  antecedent  interest,  in  respect  of  the 
acts  and  engagements  of  the  first  taker,  it  is  clear,  that  he 
cannot  subject  them  to  the  demands  of  his  creditors,  or 
otherwise  dispose  of  them,  beyond  his  own  life-interest 
therein.  It  is  also  certain,  that  the  ulterior  l^atee,  or  the 
trustees,  if  the  limitations  are  equitable,  may,  upon  the  de- 
termination of  the  prior  interest,  maintain  an  action  of 
trover,  at  law,  for  damages,  or  institute  a  suit,  in  equity,  for 
execution  of  the  ulterior  gift  in  specie,  by  actual  delivery  of 
the  specific  chattels,  (v)  Nor  are  the  rights  of  the  parties 
entitled  to  the  ulterior  executoiy  interests;,  afiected  in  a 
greater  degree  by  a  disposition  (whether  by  way  of  sale  or 
security)  of  the  goods,  &c.,  by  the  legatee  for  life,  for 
valuable  consideration  without  notice,  possession  of  chat- 
tels not  being  absolute  proof,  though  afibrding  a  primd facte 
presumption,  {w)  of  ownership.  («) 
The  game  Executory  bequests  of  chattels  personal  have  hitherto 

giftTn^be  '^^'^  considered  in  reference  only  to  the  ordinaiy  case  of  a 
Bude  of  chat-  bequest  of  personalty  to  a  person  for  life,  with  a  limitation 
of  termt  of        over  to  another  on  the  first  legatee's  death.     But  it  need 

hardly  be  observed  that  this  is  not  the  only  mode  in  which 
the  doctrine  of  Executory  bequests  of  such  interests  is 
admissible ;  for  all  such  limitations  as  are  good  in  respect 
of  terms  of  years,  are  also  valid  as  r^ards  chattels  personal, 
et  i  converso.  And,  therefore,  personalty  may  be  bequeathed 
to  one  absolutely,  and  in  the  event  of  his  dying  under  a 
certain  age,  then  over,  (y)   So,  also,  a  bequest  of  personal 

(«)   Cadogtm    t.    Kennett.  Cowp.  FeOis  t.  R§ad,  3  Yes.  70.     Lomdur 

432.    1  Jtfm.  Wills.  794.  ▼.  Lowtk^r,  13  Yes.  95. 

(v)  Hoart  t.  Parkgr,  2  T.  R.  370.  (w)  2  Stark.  Evid.  833. 

And  as  to  suits  in  equity  for  the  de-  (or)  Boart  t.  Parktr^  «6i  g^pra, 

liyery  of  specific  chattels,  see  Duke  of  (y)  2  Freem.  137.     And  see  Afo- 

SoHUnet  T.  CookaoH,  3  P.  Wais.  390.  dox  T.  SUttme$t  2  P.  Wms.  421. 
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diBtteb  may  be  made  to  commence  in  fuiuro,  mipreeeded 
by  any  disposition  thereof  for  life,  or  other  period.  The 
tame  question  may  exist,  indeed,  whether  Buch  a  limitation 
be,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term,  an  Executory  bequest,  as 
we  have  noticed  in  regard  to  similar  limitations  of  terms  for 
yeare.  Bat  in  reference  to  both,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that 
fin-  the  purposes  of  this  Treatise,  they  may  properly  be  con- 
sidered as  taking  effect  under  the  doctrine  of  Executory 
bequests;  the  rules  of  law  in  r^;ard  to  the  latter  being 
generally  applicaUe  to  the  limitadons  in  question. 

Chattels  peraonal,  like  terms  of  years,  not  being  8us-  The  only  mode 
ceptible  of  division  into  particular-estate  and  remainder,  ^5uute?»*"* 
and  there  not  being  any  mode  of  limiting  future  interests  personal  by 

•  «  decua  IS 

in  them,  in  deeds,  analogous  to  Executory  bequests,  the  throogfathe 
only  mode  of  settlement  by  deed,  of  which  personalty  is  j^^ostT"^  ^ 
capable,  is,  through  the  medium  of  trusts,'  and,  as  was 
observed  of  terms  of  years,  all  such  limitations  of  the  bene- 
ficial interest  in  personal  chattels  are  allowable  by  means 
of  trusts,  as  are  valid  in  wills,  under  the  doctrine  of  Exe- 
cutoiy  bequests. 

Before   quitting  the  subject  of  Executoiy  bequests  of  Ofebattels 
personal  chattels,  a  distinction  must  be  noticed  in  regard  ^^!^uMueom^ 
to  a  class  of  such  chattels,  to  which  the  doctrine  under  '*<*«'"'*'• 
coosidexation  is  not  applicable.     The  class,  referred  to, 
consists  of  those  articles,  (such  as,  com,  and  hay,  and  the 
like,)  the  use  of  which  consists  in  the  consumption,  or,  as 
it  is  expressed,  qu^e  ipso  usu  ecnsumuntur.    To  such  things, 
the  notion  of  a  division  or  succession  of  interests,  is  entirely 
inapplicable. 

Doubt  appears  fermeily  to  have  existed,  when  the  articles  Fonnerly 
m  question  have  been  bequeatiied  to  a  person  for  a  limited  {|^en  such 
period,  with  a  gift-over,  what  was  to  be  done  with  respect  ^Jf  fop'^i^ 
to  them;  and  the  opinion  seems  to  have  been  entertwied  with tn ulterior 
by  some  judges,  that  they  should  be  sold,  and  that  a  person  shoald  be'  sol/, 
entitled  only  to  a  limited  use  of  the  chattels,  should  have  "^  ^**^  "^ 

H  2 
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DrodaceiMtdto  the  interest  of  the  money  realized  by  the  8ale«(«)  But  this 
liS/*  ^  notion  has  been  since  partially  exploded. 
Now  Mttled,  The  rule  appears  now  to  be,  that  a  specific  bequest  for 
tpeeijieaiiy  life,  of  things  qwB  ipso  uiu  cofisumuntur,  is  a  gift  of  the 
whole  propert?  pn>perty,  and  that  there  can  be  no  limitation-over  after  a 
S\3i**"*but  ^^®  interest  in  such  articles ;  but  that  if  they  are  included 
if  included  in  in  a  residuary  bequest  for  life,  then  they  must  be  8old» 
gift, thediat-  t^nd  the  interest  of  the  produce  enjoyed  by  the  tenant  for 
J^  tot^  rf  ^^^  («)  The  following  observations  of  Sir  Wm.  Grants 
prodnoe  pdd     to  whom  we  are  indebted  for  this  reasonable  rule,  are  as 

to  legttee  for 

life,  pertinent  to  the  general  subject  of  Executory  bequests  of 

chattels,  as  to  that  particular  branch  of  it  now  under  notice, 
^*  Originally  we  know  that  by  our  law  there  could  be 
no  limitation-over  of  a  chattel,  but  that  a  gift  for  life 
carried  the  absolute  interest.  Then,  a  distinction  was 
taken  between  the  use  and  the  property.  The  use  might 
be  given  to  one  for  life,  and  the  property  afterwards  to 
another.  A  gift  for  life  of  a  chattel  is  now  construed  to 
be  a  gift  of  the  usufi'uct  only,  but  when  the  use  and  the 
property  can  have  no  separate  existence,  it  should  seem^ 
that  the  old  rule  must  still  prevail,  and  that  a  limitadon- 
over  after  a  life-interest  must  be  held  to  be  ineffectual.'' 

^J^  ^  *"•         It  is  conceived,  that  the  like  rule  would  hold  in  reininl 

rale  would  ,  ^ 

■pplj  to  the  to  a  bequest  of  this  class  of  chattels  to  a  person  absolutely 9 
aUoiuu  gift  of  subject  to  an  executory  gift  in  favor  of  another,  on  a 
Swertto^a**  specified  event ;  although  it  should  seem,  that  the  aigument 
l^^^ation.  against  the  validity  of  the  ulterior  g^ft;,  derived  from  the 
circumstance  of  the  use  and  the  property  of  the  chattels 
not  being  susceptible  of  separate  existence,  is  scarcely 
applicable  to  such  case.  The  first  gifi,  in  the  supposed 
case,  is  of  the  whole  chattel,  if  of  anything ;  and  so  also 
is  the  posterior  one.     And  it  may,  perhaps,  therefore,  be 


(m)  Piuierw,  3bitnia|f,  3  Yes.  311.       And  tee   Hardnum  ▼.  JoAmtom,  ib- 
(«)  Ramdaw.  i?iifw;/,  3  Mer.  194.       847. 
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aigoed,  that  as  the  ulterior  limitation  is  not  postponed  to 
a  gift  incompatible  with  the  ephemeral  character  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter, (which  a  life-interest  is,}  but  is  made  in  Ueu  of  a 
prior  limitaUon  carrying  the  whole  interest,  the  chattels 
shoald  be  conYcrted  into  a  species  of  property,  which  may 
abide  the  issue  of  events.  Certainly,  such  must  be  the  con- 
clusion, when  the  operation  of  the  preceding  gift  itself  de- 
pends on  a  future  contingent  event,  which  may  not  happen 
until  after  the  destruction  of  the  subject-matter  by  use,  and 
the  happening  or  non-happening  whereof,  is  to  decide 
which  of  the  two  gifts  takes  effect,  and  which,  fails* 

We  cannot,  perhaps,  find  a  better  conclusion  for  this  General  obeer- 
chapter,  than  the  following  words  of  Mr.  Hargrave^  (b)  with  ^i,^  luutioos 
which  he  sums  up  an  inquiiy  into  the  history  and  progress  5[?^5?L?[J? 
of  Executory  devises  and  Executory  bequests,  similar  to 
that  in  which  we  have  been  engaged: — ''At  length,  a 
great,  though  partial,  victory,  appears  to  have  been  gained 
for  Executory  devises,  and  for  limitations  and  trusts  of  the 
same  nature,  over  every  species  of  property  in  England, 
diat  is,  over  freehold  and  inheritance,  over  real  chattels, 
and  over  chattels  personaL  Thus,  neither  the  feodal 
strictness  of  conveyance,  in  the  first  of  those  three  kinds 
of  estates,  especially  against  creating  a  freehold  tn /utoro  ; 
nor  the  exility  or  meanness  of  interest,  in  the  second ;  nor 
the  moveablenessy  casuahiess,  and  perishableness  of  quality, 
in  the  third;  nor  the  doctrine  against  possibility  on  a 
poesibihty,  with  the  danger  of  perpetuity,  and  of  abuse 
in  other  respects  as  to  all  three ;  finally  availed  to  accom- 
plish the  absolute  exclusion  of  Elxecutory  devise ;  all  those 
objections  being  so  successively  encountered,  and  so  suc- 
ceanvely  subdued,  that,  at  the  utmost,  they  have  only 
contributed  to  reduce  Executory  devise  within  regulation 
and  carcomscription.*' 

(()  2  Jnrid.  Arg.  53. 
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CHAPTER  Vm. 

OF  TRUSTS  AXALOQOU8  TO  SPRINGING,  SHIFTING,  AND  FUTURE 
USES,  AND  EXECUTORY  DEVISES  AND  BEQUESTS. 

It  will  be  proper  to  give  a  short  account  of  limitations 
of  the  trust  or  equitable  interest  of  property,  corresponding 
to  Executory  devises  and  bequests,   and   Springing  and 
Shifting  Uses,  in  regard  to  the  different  estates  and  in- 
terests affected  by  those  limitations,  respectively.    These 
limitations  of  the  trust  also  resemble  legal  Executory  limi* 
tations,  in  respect  to  the  various  kinds  of  settlement  which 
may  be  effected  by  them,  although  differing  in  the  mode 
of  their  creation,  and  in  the  nature  of  the  estates  and  in* 
Crests  which  ma;^  be  raised  by  means  of  them.    As  this 
description  shews,  the  limitations,  alluded  to,  have  to  do 
only  with  the  trust  or  equitable  interest  of  property,  and 
not  with  the  legal  seisin  or  ownership,  which  is  supposed  to 
be  either  already  vested  in  some  person,  other  than  the 
settlor  or  testator,  or  is  by  him  actually  transferred  to  such 
person,  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  Future  trusts, 
for  the  purpose  of  feeding  them,  or,  in  other  words,  forming 
the  basis  of  the  contemplated  settlement 
All  limitatioiis       We  have  seen,  that  Executory  devises  and  bequests  are 
SpHnging  OT     species  of  testamentary  dispositions  allowed  by  the  Courts 
OT  Executo*"    of  law,  and,  when  properly  exercised,  effectually  passing 
devises  or         the  legal  estate  or  interest  to  all  persons  in  favor  of  whom 
be  created  oat    dispositions  are  made.     It  has  also  been  seen,  that  liraita- 
cquiubleto-^'^    tations  by  way  of  Springing  and  Shifting  Use,  are  modes 
tercst.  q{  settlement,  by  instruments  inter  vivoSf  based  upon  the 

Statute  of  Uses,  and,  like  all  other  limitations  of  Uses 
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operated  upon  by  that  Statute,  effectually  transferring  a 
Common  law  seisin  or  ownenhip  to  all  persons  entitled  to 
interests  by  virtue   of  them.     The  estates  and  interests 
which,  by  means  of  these  several  classes  of  limitadons,  may 
be  created  at  law,  and  of  which  the  law  will  take  cogni- 
zance, are,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent, 
allowable  in  equity^  under  a  disposition  of  the  trust  of 
property,  and   will  receive  all  the    protection  and  fiivor 
which  that  branch  of  our  jurisprudential  system  is  accus* 
tomed  to  extend  to  other  kinds  of  trusts,  as  the  peculiar 
ofispring  of  its  polity.    Tf,  for  example,  a  testator  devise 
land  to  A,  in  fee,  in  trust  for  B.  in  fee,  and  in  the  event 
of  B.'s  decease  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,   in 
trust  for  C.  in  fee,  the  limitation  in  fiivor  of  C.  is  not, 
in  strictness,  an  Executory  devise,  because  the  legal  estate 
being  vested  in  A.,  a  Coiu*t  of  Common  law  cannot  regard 
any  limitation  of  the  beneficial  interest  as  separate  from 
and  unconnected  with  that ;  which  the  disposition  in  fiivor 
of  B.  is;  and  such  being  the  case  with  respect  to  that 
limitation,  the  like  holds  in  regard  to  the  Executory  limi- 
tadon  to  C.     8b,  also,  if,  by  deed,  land  be  conveyed  to  A. 
in  fee,  in  trust  for  B.  in  fee,  tintil  his  marriage,  and  after 
his  marriage,  in  trust  fi>r  C,  the  limitation  in  favor  of  C. 
is,  amply,  a  Future  trust,  although,  had  no  legal  fee  been 
previooaly  vested  in  A.,  that  limitation  would  take  effect 
as  a  good  Shifting  Use,  by  means  of  which  the  Common 
law  seimn  would  pass  to  C,  on  the  happening  of  the 
specified  event     And  so,  again,  if  a  term  be  bequeathed 
or  assigned  by  deed  to  A.,  in  trust  for  B.  for  life,  and  after 
his  decease,  in  trust  for  C. ;  or  in  trust  for  B.  absolutely^ 
and  in  the  event  of  his  death  under  twenty-one,  then  in 
trust  for  C. ;  the  ultimate  limitation,  in  both  cases,  takes 
efiect  as  a  Future  trust.    In  the  case  of  the  bequest,  this 
construction  holds,  because  the  legal  interest  in  the  term 
being  previously  vested  in  A.,  the  limitations  in  favour  of 
B.  and  C  are  necessarily  equitable  only,  and  do  not  adroit, 
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therefore,  of  the  applicatiun  of  the  doctrine  of  Executory 
bequests:  in  the  case  of  such  a  settlement  by  deed|,how- 
ever,  the  limitation  by  way  of  trust  is  resorted  to,  fiom 
imperative  necessity ;  there  being  no  mode  known  to  the 
Common  law,  by  wliich  future  and  executory  interests  in 
chattels  may  be  created  by  instruments  inter  fftvos*  It 
will  be  observed,  that  Executoiy  devises  and  bequests  and 
Springing  and  Shifting  Uses  differ  only  from  the  analogous 
trust,  in  the  quality  of  the  estate  .or  interest  capable  of 
being  created  by  them,  respectively:  it  follows,  therefore, 
that  whatever  modification  of  right  in  property  may  be 
made  the  subject  of  the  former  class  of  limitations,  is 
equally  susceptible  of  transfer  and  settlement  through  the. 
medium  of  trusts ;  and  that,  in  regard  both  to  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  limitations  which  may  be  created  by  each, 
the  limits  imposed  by  law  are  correlative  and  coextensive. 

The  limitations,  of  which  mention  has  heie  been  Blade, 
are  frequently  termed  Executory  trusts;  and  not  imjno* 
perly,  as  their  operation  is  to  create  fiiture  equitable 
interests  in  property,  resembling  Sprin^ng  and  Shifting 
Uses,  and  Executory  devises  and  bequests;  whose  generic 
description  is.  Executory  limitation ;  as  contra-distinguished 
from  gifts  taking  effect  by  way  of  remainder.  But  the 
use  of  the  term,  Executory  trust,  has  been  avoided,  because 
occasion  will  hereafter  arise  for  reference  to  a  particular 
class  of  trusts,  known  as  trusts  executory,  of  a  character 
entirely  different  fix)m  those  we  have  been  considering,  and 
in  reference  to  which,  therefore,  a  oonfiision  of  terms  19 
undesirable. 
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COMPAAATtVB    VIEW   Of  6FBINQINO,   BHIFTING,   AND   FUTURE 

rSESy  AND  EXECUTORY  DEVI8EB. 

These  is  a  very  extensive  analogy,  in  point  of  principle, 
between  l^prin^ng  and  Shifting  Uses  and  Executory  de- 
fiaes.  Execntoiy  beqnests  are  not  here  mentioned,  because 
as  they  affect  only  personal  property,  and  Uses  relate  only 
to  real  estates,  no  analogy  can  exist  between  any  form  or 
modification  of  Uses  and  limitations  by  way  of  Executory 
bequest  Nor  are  Future  *tmsts  included  in  the  subjects  of 
tluB  analogy,  since  there  are  limitations  which  cannot  be 
sdbstaatialed  as  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses,  but  which 
wooU  be  perfectly  valid,  if  created  by  way  of  trust,  or  out 
of  an  equitable  estate  or  interest 

Eyery  kind  of  disposition  which  may  be  efiected  by  way  All  Itmitatiou 
of  Vke  in  a  deedf  may  be  effected  to  an  equal  (and,  as  we  creiited  in 
AtH  piesently  see,  even  greater)  extent,  by  a  direct  devise  ^Ig^^^^ 
of  the  land  itselE  (e)    Nor  is  the  case  varied,  if  the  limita-  uuiSldJ&ng 

^  '  Uae,  are 

dons  in  the  will  be  through  the  medium  of  Uses,  because,  eaually  allow. 
altliotigh  it  be  doubtftil  whether  those  Uses  can  be  said  to  be  under  the   ' 
strictly  executed  by  the  statute  27  H.  8,  the  construction  ^^^ 
of  the  will  is  guided  by  the  intention  of  the  testator,  and  the  deviie. 
mere  interposition  of  a  Use  will  make  no  difference.     The  Reasons  of  th« 
distinction  in  name,  therefore,  between  these  limitations  differace  be- 
arises  from  two  causes : — ^First,  because  the  limitations  in  *5^ .**"•"* 
a  will  are  not  necessarily  (nor  even  generally)  created  by 

(e)  Hayes  Con?.  107. 
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Their  chief 
resemblance 
consists  in  an 
entire  disre- 
gard of  the 
strict  rules  of 
the  (Common 
law. 


A  superior 
favor  shewn 
to  Executory 
devises. 


means  of  Uses,  executed  or  unexecuted;  and,  secondly, 
because  it  is  questionable,  whether  Uses  limited  in  a  will 
are  within  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Uses. 

Springing  and   Shifting    Uses  and  Executory  devises 
resemble  each  other  in  nothing  more,  than  in  their  mutoal 
disregard  of  all  the  rules  of  the  Common  law  regulating  the 
limitation  of  estates.      By  way  of  Springing  Use,  we  have 
seen,  {d)  a  freehold  in  futuro  may  be  created  to  arise,  either 
jat  ii  fixed  period,  or  on  the  happening  of  a  specified  contin- 
gency.    This  also  may  be  effected  in  wills,  through  the 
medium  of  Executory  devises.     By  way  of  Shifting  Use,  a 
previous  fee-simple    may  be  limited  to  determine,   and 
another  fee-simple  substituted  in  its  place,  at  any  future 
period ;  and  this  is  allowable,  also,  in  Executory  devise.    By 
Shifting  Use,  likewise,  an  estate  of  fineehold  may  be  deter- 
mined, and  a  fiiture  Use  limited  to  take  effect,  on  the 
happening  of  a  specified  event,  before  the  regular  and 
natural  expiration  of  the  first  estate.    This  is  a  mode  of 
limitation  admitted,  too,  under  the  law  of  Executory  devise* 

But  the   Courts  of  Common  law  have  evinced  much 
greater  favor  towards  Executory  devises  than   Springing 
and  Shifting  Uses.   Whether  that  partiality  originated  in  the 
generous  presumption,  that  a  man's  last  will  .is  made  when 
he  is  inops  consilih  and  that,  therefore,  a  more  limited  con-* 
struction  ought  to  be  put  upon  his  dispositions,  we  will  not 
stop  to  inquire.    Neither  will  it  much  profit  us  to  examine, 
whether    the  greater    rigor  and    strictness    with    which 
Springing  and  Shifting  Uses  are  regarded,  be  caused  by  a 
secret  repentance  for  deviation  from  the  mmplidty  of  the 
Common  law,  in  the  construction  of  instruments  inter  vifoos; 
in  regard  to  which,  conformi^  to  old  rules  and  principles 
may  be  more  reasonably  required. 

These  observations  premised^  we  will  proceed  to  inquire, 
wherein  the  rules  applicable  to  these  various  kinds  of  Exe- 
cutory limitations  agree,  and  wherein  they  differ. 

{d)  nd€  ft^pro,  p.  57,  «t  seq. 
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1.  In  putting  a  coiistruction  upon  a  series  of  HmitatioDs  l.  ^rm^ng 
by  way  of  Use,  as  it  has  been  well  said,  (e)  the  test  to  be  Uii.  dito* 


allied,  is  confbnnity  or  non-conformity  to  the  rules  of  the  JiSw  hi^AS 

Common  law,  and  the  result  of  the  application  of  that  test  caa^n^om 

varies  aooording  as  the  limitations  are  shaped  saremaindert,  either  after 

in  which  fimn  they  obey  the  rules  of  the  Common  law ;  22|2h!S^ 

or  are  shaped  as  Eaecuiory  hsbm,  in  which  form,  their  legal  ^^  ^  a^ 

operaticxi  under  the  Statute  of  Uses,  is  measured  by  the  tkmofaprior 

equitable  standard  of  Uses  before  the  statute.    Thus,  as  we  u^of  a 

have  before  seen,  (J)  all  fiituie  Uses  limited  by  way  of  re-  ^2<^'^' 

Quunder  after  an  estate  previously  limited  are  subject  to  the  ^t«n  U>^ 

niles  of  the  Common  law,  and,  therefore,  liable  to  foilure  or  devise. 

destruction,  if  the  previous  estate  be  not  sufficient  to  support 

them,  or  determine  before  they  can  take  effect  in  po6» 

iei8i0D.  (^)  This  doctrine  holds  equally,  although  the  conse* 

qnence  of  not  construing  the  fntuiv  limitation  as  a  Springing 

Ufle,  be,  that  it  is  actually  void  in  its  creation,  if  not  so 

considered.      Hence,  if  land  be  conveyed  to  the  use  of  A. 

for  twenty  years,  remainder  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  J.  S. ; 

tUs  omtingent  Use,  being  unsupported  by  an  estate  of  £ee- 

Ixdd,  is  void  in  its  very  creation,  under  the  well-known 

nde  of  the  Common  law,  in  regard  to  the  estate  necessary 

to  sopport  a  contingent  remainder,  and  will  not  be  admitted 

as  a  Springing  Use.  (A)    And,  so,  if  realty  were  limited  to 

the  use  of  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  and  one  day,  to 

B. ;  the  futore  Use,  not  being  capaUe  of  vesting  in  pos- 

aeasion  eo  instanii  of  the  determination  of  the  prior  estate, 

is  void  as  a  remainder,  and  at  the  same  time  not  allowed  as 

A  Sprin^ng  Use.  (t)    In  each  of  these  cases,  if  the  ulterior 

Emitation  were  not  preceded  by  a  pri<Mr  estate,  it  would  be 

good  as  a  Springing  Use  to  arise  on  the  event  specified ; 

(e)  Hayes  Comr.  105.     And  see  Tr.  165,  note. 
SogiGilb.  Uses  andTr.  176,  note.  (A)  AOama   ▼.   Stmigi,  3    Raym. 

I  IVot.  Abat.  129.  S55.    2  Salk.  680.    Rawley^.  Hol-^ 

(/)  nOt  tvpra,  p.  56.  Umd,  22  Vin.  Abr.  1 89,  pi.  1 1. 

ig)  Carwardbu  ▼.  CarwanUne,  F.  (i)  Sugd.  Gilb.  Uses  and  IV.  167» 

C  R.  3S8.    Sugd.  Gilb.  Uses  and  not^  and  176.  nole.     F.  C.  R.  398. 
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but,'  beii^  limited  by  way  of  remainder  after  a  preceding 
estate,  it  is  bodhd  by  the  rules  of  Common  law,  which 
render  it  void  ab  initio,  {k)  Or  if  the  future  Use  were 
limited  in  defeazance  or  derogation  of  the  previous  par- 
ticular-estate, it  would  be  a  valid  Shifting  Use ;  but  in  each 
of  the  cases  put,  as  it  is  to  await  the  regular  determination 
of  the  prior  estate,  and  is  intended  to  take  effect  as  a  re- 
mainder, it  must  stand  or  fall  as  a  contingent  Use  in  re- 
mainder,  and,  therefore,  entirely  fidls. 

Mr.  Sanders,  in  his  Euay  on  Uses  and  Trusts,  (/)  observes 
upon  the  cases  of  Adams  v.  Savage,-  and  Rawley  v.  Holland, 
cited  in  the  margin,  (and  which  afford  instances  of  the 
former  of  the  two  kinds  of  limitation  now  under  consider- 
ation) that  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  sads&ctoiy 
reason,  why  the  ulterior  contingent  limitation  after  the 
preceding  term  for  years  should  not  be  supported  as  a 
Springing  Use,  and  endeavours  to  explain  away  the  decisions 
in  those  cases,  by  the  suggestion,  that  at  the  time  they  were 
decided,  the  events  on  which  the  ulterior  limitations  were 
to  arise,  were  too  remote  in  point  of  perpetuity.  Serjeant 
Hilt,  also,  in  a  MS.  note  on  Adams  v.  Savage,  (m)  makes  a 
query  to  the  like  effect.  This  suggestion,  however,  is  pre- 
cluded by  the  fiu;t,  that  the  Use  undisposed  o^  and  which 
(if  any)  would  result  to  the  grantor,  was  no  more  than  an 
estate  of  freehold,  and,  of  course,  in  order  to  an  ulterior 
limitation  taking  effect  as  a  Springing  Use,  the  Use  which 
results  must  be  a  fee,  and  not  an  estate  at  freehold  only, 
which  would  admit  of  and  even  necessitate  the  construction 
of  the  subsequent  limitations  operating  as  remainders.  It 
is  observable,  also,  that  Mr.  Preston  (n)  assumes  it,  as  settled 
law,  that  as  well  in  the  case  of  a  limitation  for  a  term 
of  years,  with  a  future  contingent  Use  by  way  of  remainder, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  limitation  for  life,  with  a  future*  Use  after 

(A)  Sug.  Pow.  29.    F.C.  R.  2S4.   •      (a)  1  Enay  on  Abtt.  114,  130. 
(0  VoL  1»p.142.  131. 

(m)  SUted  in  1  Swid.  Umi,  143. 
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the  determination  of  the  lile-estate,  with  a  further  inter*' 
Tening  period  of  a  day  or  the  likei  the  ulterior  limitatioiis 
are  valid  as  Springing  Uses,  because  they  cannot  be  good 
conastently  with  the  law  respecting  remaindere.  In  the 
former,  we  have  seen  that  the  learned  writer  is  opposed  by 
decided  cases ;  in  the  latter,  the  niles  generally  laid  down, 
the  tendency  of  the  Courts,  and  the  observations  of  several 
ancient  authors,  equally  point  to  a  different  doctrine.  In 
both  these  cases,  the  Courts  have  denied  to  Springing  Uses 
the  &vor  which  is  extended  to  Executory  devises :  the 
ulterior  limitation  in  both  beuig  clearly  valid  in  a  Will  by 
way  of  Executory  devise,  (o)  Thus,  (  jd()  where  a  testator 
seised  in  fee  devised  to  trustees  for  500  years,  remainder  to 
the  first  and  other  sons  of  B.  in  tail,  (B.  having  no  son  at 
the  time  of  the  testator's  death)  remainder  in  fee,  it  was 
held,  that  the  limitation  to  the  first  son  of  B.  was  a  good 
Executofy  devise,  and  that  the  freehold  descended  to  the 
hehr  at  law  until  the  birth  of  a  son  of  B.,  or  his  death  with- 
out such  a  son.  And,  so,  (as  to  the  second  of  the  above 
supposed  cases)  there  is  no  question  that  wherever  the  pre- 
cedent estate  is  necessarily  determinable  before  the  taking 
efiect  of  the  ulterior  limitation,  the  latter  will  be  construed  an 
Executory  devise,  (q)  The  will  may  give  a  preceding  estate 
of  freehold,  capable,  in  Us  own  nature,  of  supporting  a  con^ 
tiDgent  remainder;  yet,  if  the  ulterior  limitation  want 
that  connection  with  it,  necessary  to  constitute  it  a  remain- 
der, it  can  only  be  good  as  an  Executoiy  devise,  (r) 

Before  dismissing  this  point,  it  may  be  proper  to  observe.  One  exception 
diat  the  rule,  that  contingent  Uses  by  way  of  remainder  reqiunng  oon. 
most  be  scovemed  by  the  rules  of  the  Common  law,  is  *«§«»*  ^"^ 
ntgect  to  one  exception..    It  is,  that,  when  a  use  is  limited  mainder  to 

,  1        -I  .     11  1  conform  to  the 

m  contingency  to  several  persons  who  do  not  all  become  r^t»  of  the 

Common  liw. 

(o)  8afd.  Glib.  Uses  and  Tr.  168,  2157. 

■me.    1  Snd.  Ums,  142.  (9)  1  Jann.  Willi.  779,  780. 

{p)  Gmt  T.  Gon,  2  P.  Wmt.  28.  *  ,  (r)  F.  C.  R.  398. 
AidieeiTarrw  t.   Sccnust  4  Burr. 
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2.  Springing 
and  Shifting 
Uses  must  be 
raised  out  of  a 
proper  seisin, 
either  created 
for  the  purpose 
or  alresdy  ex- 
isting ;  Meeut, 
as  to  Execu- 
tory devises. 


3.  Further  di 
tinctioii,  if 
doctrine  of 


capable  of  takiug  at  the  same  time,  they  may  succeed  joindy, 
notwithstanding  the  different  times  of  vesting ;  although,  at 
the  Common  law,  unity  of  time  is  essential  to  an  estate  by 
joint-tenancy,  (s) 

2.  The  next  point  in  which  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses 
difier  from  Executory  devises,  is  almost  implied  in  the  very 
names  of  those  limitations  themselves.    Whenever  Uses  are 
created  by  assurances  operating  by  way  of  transmutation 
of  possession,  as  a  feoffment,  or  lease  and  release,  two  things 
are  necessary,  in  order  to  those  Uses  being  executed  by  the 
Statute  of  Uses ;  v)z.,  first,  a  sufficient  estate  must  be  con- 
veyed, according  to  the  rules  of  the  Common  law,  {i)  to 
serve  or  answer  the  Uses  to  be  limited ;  and,  secondly,  the 
Uses  must  be  raised  out  of  the  seisin  created  by  the  con- 
veyance, (tt)    Without  compliance  with  these  requisites,  the 
limitations  will  either  be  altogether  void,  or  raise  mere  trusts 
in  equity.     An  Executory  devise,  as  is  manifest  from  what 
has  been  before  said,  escapes  the  observance  of  either  of 
these  formalities,  nor  is  any  other,  necessary  to  the  validity 
of  an  Executory  devise,  if  the  intention  be  manifest,  and 
the  will  legally  executed.     As  regards  assurances  not  ope- 
rating by  transmutation  of  possession  (covenant  to  stand 
seised,  and  bargain  and  sale,)  the  Uses  are  raised  on  the 
seisin  of  the  covenantor  or  baigamor,  and  tiie  assurance 
itself  passes  a  TJse,  and,  therefore,  the  two  requisites  mei>- 
tioned  are  inapplicable,  because  the  observance  of  them  is 
necessarily  implied  in  the  nature  of  the  assurance. 

3.  A  further  distinction  between  (^ringing  and  Shifting 
Uses  and  Executory  devises  will  be  taken  by  those  who 


(t)  F.  C.  R.  3ia,  e^  teq.  Burt. 
Elem.  Comp.  285.  yidtinfm^p,  118. 

(t)  Therefore,  a  conveyance  of  the 
freehold  commencing  t«  fiiiyro,  on 
which  the  Uses  are  raised,  is  bad,  and 
the  Uses  will  faiL  The  seisin  must 
be  a  preteni  one:  the  Uie$  can  be 
limited   according  to  the  intention. 


See  Aoe  ▼.  THmimt,  2  Wile.  75  ; 
Edmandt  y.  Booth,  Tel  v.  31  ;  Sogd. 
Qilb.  Uses  and  Tr.  163,  note  ;  1 
Suid.  Uses.  137. 

(«)  FuU  wpra,  p.  61.  Sngd.  Oilb. 
Uses  and  Tr.   163,  note.      1 
Uses*  137. 


(SAP.  dl]       u«b8  and  exkcutobt  jusvubul 
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affirm  the  doctrine  of  scuUiila  juru,  or  the  necesritv  of  a  teimHBajuni 
ponbili^  of  seisin  remaining  in  the  feoflees  or  releasees  to 
Usesi  to  serre  all  future  Uses,  as  they  arise.    The  conse- 
qoenoe  of  that  doctrine  is,  that,  if  the  powbility  of  entry  or 
ienlitti  juru  of  the  feoffees  or  releasees  be  destroyed  or 
dtttorbed,  as  well  as  the  other  preceding  estates,  there  being 
tben  00  seisin  to  the  contingent  Use  when  the  event  happens 
on  viiich  it  is  limited,  it  can  never  arise,  unless  such  possi- 
bility of  entiy  be  revested,  by  the  actual  entry  of  some  of 
the  persons  entitled  to  the  preceding  particular-estates,  or 
of  the  feoffees  or  releasees,  or  their  heirs.     The  shallow 
KeascnuDg  on  which  this  subtle  doctrine  is  grounded,  has 
ifldnced  most  modem  writers  to  deny  its  existence  as  a  rule 
of  law,  altcgether.     An  argument  from  analogy  may  be  Bat  it  is  not ; 
adduced     It  ia  well  established  that  a  right  of  entry  is 
sufficient  to  support  a  contingent  renudnder  at  C(Mnmon 
law ;  (v)  and  why,  therefore,  if  future  or  contingent  Uses 
limited  after  preceding  estates  be  suspended  or  divested, 
should  there  be  any  necessity  for  an  actual  entry,  such  as 
that  before  referred  to,  in  order  to  revest  either  the  fom" 
Mity  of  seisin,  or  the  actual  seisin  of  the  feoffees  or  re- 
leasees, and  thereby  to  enable  the  statute  to  transfer  the 
poeaesnon  to  the  contingent  Uses  as  they  arise  ?  (to)     But 
a  further  important  consequence  ensues  from  thi^  doctrine, 
in  reference  to  the  raising  future  Uses;  viz.,  that  if  there 
be  no  right  of  entry  left  in  any  preceding  vested  estates  (in 
which  case  the  feoffees  or  releasees,  it  is  said,  must  enter), 
or,  there  being  such,  the  entry  is  not  made ;  and  the  feoffees 
or  leleaseea  should  bar  their  own  right  of  entry  upon  such 
an  occasion,  by  feofiment,  release,  or  otherwise ;  the  future 
Uses  in  such  a  case  can  never  be  executed,  for  want  of  a 
aetdn  in  the  feoffees  or  releasees  out  of  which  they  may 
arise,  {x)    The  practical  disregard,  however,  of  this  and 
every  other  cousequence  of  the  doctrine  in  question,  is  its 

(9)  Jrthtr'%  caM,   1  Hep.  67  a.  (w)  F.  C.  R.  300,  301. 

Aodweik  135b;  P.  C.  R.2Se,  (»)  Vtiid,  296. 
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4.  Atimita- 
tion  by  deed 
originally  made 
as  a  remainder 
most  ttand  or 
hXl  as  such ; 
bntalimitatioa 
by  will  in- 
tended asa 
remainder,  may 
tnbeequently 
takeeileetas 
an  Eseeutory 
derise. 


snreBt  refutation,  although  the  theoretically  speculative  have 
indulged  in  much  argumentation  oa  its  merits.  When 
once»  therefore,  it  is  ascertained,  that  a  sufficient  and  valid 
seisin  is  created,  out  of  which  to  raise  the  future  Uses,  all 
difference  between  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses  and  Exe- 
cutory devises,  ceases;  and  the  Uses  will  takeeflfect  accord- 
ing to  their  oripnal  limitation,  without  r^aid  to  the  acts 
of  the  owners  of  preceding  estates,  or  of  the  fi^fiees  or 
releasees,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  creation  of  any 
seisin  at  all  were  unnecessary.  (i^) 

4*  A  fourth  difference  in  fitvor  of  Executory  devises,  is, 
in  the  rule  by  which  the  nature  and  ultimate  operation  of  a 
limitation  (either  by  way  of  use  or  devise)  is  fixed.  In  the 
case  of  a  future  ute,  if  its  place  in  the  series  of  limitations 
indicates,  that  its  inceptive  operation  is  that  of  a  remainder, 
no  subsequent  alteration  of  circumstances  will  convert  it  into 
a  Springing  Use,  or  enable  it  to  stand  or  fall  otherwise  than 
as  a  remainder.  In  the  case  of  a  limitation  by  wiU,  origi- 
nally, and  on  the  face  of  it,  in  the  nature  of  a  remainder, 
such  a  change  of  circumstances  in  the  tettaUn^e  lifetime  as 
would  invalidate  the  limitation  in  question  in  the  character 
of  a  remainder,  will  allow  of  its  becoming  an  Executory 
devise,  and  taking  effect  or  fidling,  accordingly.  (»)     Thus, 


(jr)  The  following  argament,  from 
probable  oomeqiienoes,  bai  been  miged 
in  support  of  the  MMfiBa  doctrine : — 
*<lf  the  Judges  had  not  admitted  this 
doctrine,  they  must  hare  allowed  the 
seisin  of  the  last  eutm  (qmt  twe  to  have 
been  sufficient  to  support  a  contingent 
Use,  wlien  it  came  in  etw,  which  would 
be  raising  a  use  upon  a  use ;  or  else 
they  must  have  determined  that  the 
lands  should  remain  for  ever  liable  to 
the  Uses  to  which  it  was  conveyed, 
into  whose  hands  soever,  it  might 
wAtcA  wcmU  bt  aftor  fo  th^/nt 
Iff  property,  and  mi^kt  Und 
to  eroaie  a  perpetuity.  2  Cru.  Dig. 
348.     In  reply  to  this,  it  is  to  be  ob- 


served, that  the  freedom 
from  a  destruotilnUty,  which  would  be 
torfjoM^  (as  in  the  case  supposed)  can 
never  make  it  tend  to  a  perpetuity,  if 
not,  of  itself,  having  that  tendency ; 
as  the  law  never  regards  the  possibility 
of  wrongful  acts  as  afibrding  any  ar« 
gument  either  in  favor  of  or  against 
the  validity  of  a  gift,  in  point  of  re- 
moteness. If  the  Uses  are  vrnd,  as 
tending  to  a  perpetuity,  the  invalidity 
arises  from  no  such  sMrely  extrhwe 
consideration  as  that  of  their  not  beii^ 
within  the  scope  of  a  supposed  teitioiis 
act 

(x)  F.C.  R.  624.     1  Jam.  WiUs. 
788, 
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in  the  foimer  case,  if  land  be  limited  to  the  uae  of  A,  for 
life,  and  after  his  and  B.'s  decease,  to  C;  and  A.  die 
(whether  immediately  after  the  ezecation  of  the  deed  or 
otherwise)  linng  B« ;  C/s  remainder  will  fiul,  and  not  be 
sopported*  by  being  construed  as  a  Springing  Use,  But  if 
a  devise  be  made  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease^  to  the 
heiiB  of  J.  S. ;  and  A.  die  in  the  testalor^s  lifetime,  J.  S.  being 
also  alive ;  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  J.  S.  will  be  pre- 
served as  an  Elzecutory  devise,  although  it  would  fail  as  a 
remainder;  or,  in  other  words,  the  subsequent  limitation, 
if  the  contingency  has  not  then  happened,  will,  at  the  tes- 
taUHT^s  death,  be  in  the  same  condition,  as  if  it  had  been 
originally  limited  without  any  preceding  fi^ehold*  (a) 

5.  Another  rule  applicable  to  some  classes  of  the  future  5,  wbenerer 
limitations  under  consideration  is  one  which  binds  Springing  Ji^^^'"JJig 
and  Shifting  Uses  and  Executory  devises,  alike ;  and  one,  effect  u  a 

,     renuuodcTy  it 

too^  which,  in  the  language  of  Lord  Kenyan,  {b)  has  uni-  omnot  be  oon. 
fiyrmly  prevailed  without  any  exception  to  the  contrary.  gpHQ^^or 
It  is,  that  whenever  a  future  interest  in  land  is  so  limited  Shifting  use, 

or  Eiecutory 

or  devised,  as  that  it  may  take  eflfect  as  a  remainder,  either  devise. 
vested  or  contingent,  it  shall  never  be  construed  to  be  a 
Springing  or  Shifting  Use  or  Executory  devise,  (c)  Thus, 
if  land  be  limited  in  use,  or  devised,  to  A.  for  life,  and  after 
the  decease  of  A.  and  B.,  to  C.  in  fee ;  this  is  a  contingent 
nemainder  to  C,  and  the  limitation  shall  not  be  supported 


(a)  Doe  ▼•  Carhton,  1  Wils.  225. 
OipkmM  T.  Bopkins^  1  Atk.  5S1.  a 
Tcnp.  Tattn  44.  Dot  d.  SeoU  t. 
Roadk,  5  MuL  &  Selw.  482.  And 
tbit  rule  liolds,  althoogfa  the  hioep- 
tifeopentMHi  of  the  oHerior  gift  m  a 
TmeimtfT  it  Ae  oonseqnenoe  of  a  Mifa 
of  tarngtrwdum  applicable  to  the  limi- 
tatioii ;  and  although  the  event  con- 
teaiplated  hj  the  will,  and  provision 
far  which  reifes  the  conatniction  in 
be  the  very  event  which  hap- 
ia  the  testator**  life,  and  one, 


moreover,  which  would  have  been  too 
remote  for  the  creation  of  an  Ezeea* 
tory  devise,  at  the  date  of  the  will. 
See  Doe  d.  Seott  v.  Roaeh^  tupra^ 

(h)  In  Doe  v.  Morgan^  3  T.  R. 
763. 

(c)  Purrfog  V.  Rogent  2  Saund. 
380.  CoTwardiwe  v.  Carwardine^  mH 
CMpra.  Doe  v.  Morgan,  M  ntpra, 
F.  G.  R.  88S.-396.  1  PresL  Abet. 
130.  Sugd.  Oilb.  Uses  and  Tr.  1 7 1. 
172. 
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as  a  Springing  Use  or  Executoiy  devise,  in  the  event  of  A,'s 
decease  in  the  lifetime  of  B.,  which  will  prevent  its  taking 
effect  as  a  remainder,  (d) 

So,  if  a  limitation  or  devise  be  made  to  A.  for  twenty 
years,  if  he  shall  so  long  live,  and  after  his  decease,  to  B. ;  B. 
has  a  contingent  remainder,  which  will  fail  in  the  event  of 
the  expiration  of  the  term  in  A.'s  lifetime*  Or,  again,  if  a 
person  limit  or  devise  pro{>erty  to  A.  and  B.,  for  their  joint 
lives,  or  to  C,  for  the  joint  lives  of  A.  and  B.,  and  after  ^e 
decease  of  both  A.  and  B.,  to  D. ;  D.  takes  a  contingent 
remainder,  which  will  fail,  unless  in  the  most  improbable 
event  of  the  simultaneous  extinction  of  both  the  cettuis  que 
viee. 

There  is,  also,  another  case,  of  very  frequent  occurrence, 
in  which  the  application  of  this  rule  is  strikingly  roaoifest. 
Where  there  is  a  limitation-over  after  a  preceding  gift  to  a 
person  and  his  heirs,  and  there  are  words  in  the  will  by 
which  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  can  be  restrained  to  mean 
heir^  of  the  body  only,  the  first  estate  will  be  construed  to 
be  an  estate-tail,  and  the  limitation-over,  a  remainder* 
Thus,  if  land  be  given  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  provided  that  if 
he  die  without  heirs  of  his  body,  it  shall  be  to  B.  in  fee. 
There,  the  limitation-over  manifests,  that  the  persons  in- 
tended in  the  gift  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  were  A.  and  his  isaye^ 
and  that  in  case  of  failure  of  such  issue,  B.  should  fake. 
Both  these  purposes  are  served  by  restraining  the  word 
**  heirs  "  to  mean  **  heirs  of  the  body  f  and,  so,  raising  an 
estate-tail  in  A.,  with  a  remainder  in  fee  thereon  to  B. ; 
which  is  the  legal  construction  put  upon  the  limitation.  In 
a  deed,  this  alteration  of  an  express  limitation  in  fiivor  of 
intention  is  not  admitted  to  the  same  extent  as  in  wills  (as 
will  be  seen  more  at  large  hereaft:er) ;  (e)  but  in  the  case 
put,  the  construction  in  question  obtains  equally  in  both 
classes  of  instruments. 

(d)  I  Pratt  Abst.  130.  Sagd.Gilb.  (e)  Vid*  ktfra^  cap.  la 

UscsaodTr.  172. 
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6.  We  have  befinre  seen,  (/)  that  it  has  been  a  matter  of  6.  Doul>tiul« 
coDtiOTeny,  whether  limitations  by  way  of  Sprinii^g  and  Sprin^ng  and 


Siifting  Use  (not  being  Powers  of  revocation  and  new  ap-  ^*^2f  lifted 
pointment  merely,)  are  allowaUe  in  surrenders  of  customary  >n  copyhold 
or  copyhold  estates ;  and  that,  perhaps,  the  pomt  cannot  certain,  that 
even  yet  be  considered,  as  other  than  a  vexaia  quiBStio,  betiie^iubje^^ 
although  there  is  the  strongest  probability  of  its  being  ofwExecu- 
determined  in  the  affirmative.  No  such  doubt  has  ever 
attadied  to  the  validity  of  Executory  devi$es  of  copyhold 
cfltatesi  which  ace  allowed  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the 
same  extent,  as  in  the  case  of  freeholds,  (g)  The  great 
inconsistency  of  allowing  limitations  of  copyholds  in  last 
«ill%  amilar  to  fringing  and  Shifting  Uses,  and  rejecting 
nich  limitations  in  surrenders,  is  apparent.  How  did  all 
devises  of  copyhold  lands,  prior  to  the  recent  statute,  1  Vict, 
c;  26,  take  eflfeet  ?  By  virtue  of  the  power  conferred  by  the 
Statutes  of  Wills?  Certainly  not:  for  those  statutes  only 
extended  to  lands  held  by  knight-service  and  in  socage. 
How  theti  was  a  testamentary  power  acquired?  Only  upon 
the  princi]^  of  a  surrender,  to  the  Uses  declared  by  the  copy- 
hoUei^s  will,  and  of  his  will  operating  as  a  declaration  of 
Hie  U$ei  of  such  surrender.  The  testamentary  disposition 
of  copyholds  bore  no  affinity  to  the  statutory  devise  of  free- 
holds, and  more  nearly  resembled  the  devise  of  a  Use  prior 
to  the  statute,  27  Hen.  8;  which  operated  as  a  direction, 
by  eestmi  que  «m,  to  the  party  having  the  legal  estate,  to 
Btaud  sased  to  the  use  of  the  testamentary  nominee.  Since, 
then,  limitations  in  wills  of  copyhold  estates,  resembling 
Ezecntoiy  devises  of  freeholds,  have  never  been  questioned, 
how  comes  it  that  there  should  be  any  doubt  as  to  the 
validity  of  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses  in  surrenders  inter 
mot  ?  It  may,  perhaps^  be  matter  for  consideration,  whether 
even  in  wilU  of  copyholds^  such  limitations  ought,  on  strict 

(/)  Fide  ff^pra,  p.  64,  ei  nq.  S.  C.  subnonu  WiOcocktY,  Hitmmond, 

(9)  Briam  ▼.  Catnm,  3  Leo.  115.       cited.3  Rep.  20  b. 
WIMkIv.  Hammimd,  Gro.  EUs.  904; 
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principle,  to  be  admittcdy  recollecting  that  such  wills  are 
but  declarations  of  Uses.  But,  having  been  admitted,  no 
reason  can  be  assigned  for  restricting  them  to  wills  only. 
Nor  is  this  argument  affected  by  the  statute  55  Geo.  3, 
which  dispensed  with  the  necessity  of  an  ttetual  surrender 
to  the  use  of  a  will ;  for  the  principle  on  which  the  operation 
of  a  will  of  copyhold  lands  was  grounded,  remained  the 
same  after,  as  before,  the  statute ;  the  statute  in  all  cases 
supplying  the  surrender.  But  it  is  admitted,  that  as  to  all 
wills  governed  by  the  provisions  of  statute,  1  Vict.  c.  26,  the 
analogy  between  them  and  surrenders  inter  tdvos,  fiuls ;  a 
direct  testamentary  power  over  copyhold  property  being  con- 
ferred by  that  act,  independently  of  the  existence,  or  pre- 
sumptive existence,  of  a  previous  surrender.  But  the  in- 
creased iiicility  of  testamentary  disposition  cannot  diminish 
the  force  of  the  argument  derived  from  a  long-existing  and 
well-ascertained  analogy  between  the  different  modes  of  alie- 
nation of  copyhold  estates.  Until,  however,  a  precise  adjudi- 
cation shall  have  decided  the  point,  the  validity  of  Springing 
and  Shifting  Uses  in  surrenders  of  copyhold  estates  must  be 
considered  doubtful:  and,  therefore, a  fiirther  difference  must 
be  noted,  between  such  limitations  and  Executory  devises. 

7.  On  the  7.  When  a  Springing  or  Shifting  Use  or  Executory 
Sprinpnffor  dcvise,  not  carrying  or  embracing  the  whole  interest,  vesis^ 
or  E^uto!^  either  in  possession  or  in  interest,  all  the  subsequent  Exe- 
deyite  not  car-  cutory  limitations  become  remainders  expectant  upon  it, 
whoTe  interest,  and  their  validity  and  operation  will  be  decided  by  the  rules 
EzMutoi^^°^  applicable  to  remainders,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  pre- 
toS'^^ISca  ceding  Executory  limitation  had  been  originally  created  as 
rmnaittden.  an  immediate  particular-estate,  and  the  subsequent  limita- 
tions, as  proper  remainders  to  take  effect  afier  it 

8.  On  the  8.  Closely  allied  with  the  preceding  rule,  is  another,  to 
tberontii^  the  effect,  that  immediately  the  contingency,  on  which  the 
wU^  an  Exe*  future  interest  is  limited  to  arise,  happens,  it  shall  (if  so 
cutory  limi-       capable  with  reference  to  the  quality  and  nature  of  the  pre- 

tation  depends,        '■  ^  ^         j  r 

it  will,  tf  ceding  estates,)  be  construed  to  be,  and  take  effect  aa^  a 
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mnamder;  and  no  subsequent  accident  will  make  it  enure  poMible,take 
as  a  Springing  or  Shifting  Use  or  Executoiy  devise :  and  it  Kmainder,  and 
will,  of  course,  like  a  strict  contingent  Use,  be  subject  to  all  J^J^ 
the  rules  governing  remainders  at  Common  law.  (A) 

9.  It  is,  further,  a  well-established  rule,  that  when  one  9.  All  limita- 
limitation,  either  in  use  or  by  devise,  is  executory  or  future,  to  one  Which  is 
all  subsequent  limitations  must  be  so  likewise,  until  the  l^^^^^tory. 
time  comes  tor  the  first  estate  to  vest  or  fail,  when  all  the 
limitatioDs  to  persons  in  esse  and  ascertained  may  vest,  and 

no  Icmger  continue  executory  or  future,  (t) 

10.  A  limitation  after  a  previous  Future  Use  or  Exe^  lO.  UmiUp 

-      .  .ft*.  1  J     **ons  after  an 

cutory  devise,  not  carrytng  t/te  whole  tnterest^  may  be  good.  Executory 
either  as  a  remainder  expectant  upon,  or  as  an  alternative  l^tw^'^he' 
Future  Use  or  Executory  devise  to  take  effect  in  case  of  ^**®'«  interwt 

''  ,  may  take  effect, 

the  fidlure  o(  the  preceding  Executory  limitation,  at  the  either  as  a 
time  originally  appointed  for  it  to  arise,  {k)  As,  if  limita-  an  altemate 
tions  be  made  to  A.  in  fee,  provided  that  if  he  die  under  ii^^a^ 
twenty-one,  then  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and,  if  there  be 
none  such,  to  B.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body.  Here,  if  A. 
die  under  twenty-ope,  leaving  issue,  such  issue  will  take 
estates-tail,  with  a  vested  remainder  to  B.  in  tail ;  and  if  A. 
die  under  twenty-one,  without  issue,  then  B.  will  take  an 
immediate  estate-tail  by  way  of  Shifting  Use,  or  Executory 
devise.  During  the  minority  of  A,  the  nature  of  the  limi- 
tation to  B.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body  is  undecided,  inde- 
pendently of  the  possibility,  that  both  it  and  the  limitation 
to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  A.  may  be  defeated,  by  A.'8  at- 
tainment of  the  required  age.  Immediately  on  A.'s  death, 
under  that  age,  the  ulterior  limitation  either  takes  effect  in 
possesrion,  as  a  Shifting  Use  or  Executory  devise,  or  vests 
in  interest  as  a  remainder,  expectant  on  the  estate-tail  in  the 
issue  of  A. 

Where  the  first  Executory  limitation  comprises  the  whole  Butiffint 


(A)  Siigd.  Glib.  Vset  and  Tr.  177.  (*)  Do^  v.  FoMrmn^  Dougl  487. 

(0  3  JVirt.  Alvt.  155.  F.C.R.506; 
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Executory        fee^  a  Subsequent  limitation  engrafted  upon  it,  can  only 
embraces  ^^®  effect  as  an  alternative  Springing  or  Shifting  use,  or 

Tute^^ueS*^'   Executory  devise,  to  vest  in  case  of  the  failure  of  the  one 
limitaUon  can-  first  limited,  at  the  time  oriffinally  appointed  for  it  to  vest 

not  take  eflTect    --«         .^  ,       ,         -  , 

as  a  remainder.  Thus,  if  land  be  limited  or  devised  after  seven  years,  to  A. 
in  fee,  provided  that  if  he  be  then  dead,  or  be  not  then 
married,  to  B.  in  fee.  In  this  case,  if  A.  survive  the  seven 
years,  or  marry  in  the  meanwhile,  he  will,  of  course,  take 
the  fee,  and  B.'s  interest  will  not  arise ;  if  A.  die  within  the 
seven  years,  or  survive  the  term,  beii^  still  unmarried,  B. 
will  become  entitled,  under  the  alternative  Springing  use  or 
Executory  devise. 

Independendy  of  these  alternative  Ezecut<Nry  limitations, 
there  may,  of  course,  be  future  ^fts  contemplating  events  af- 
fecting the  person  taking  under  the  first  Executoiy  limitaticMi, 
and  assuming  that  such  limitation  ha»  previously  vesied,  or 
even  taken  effect  in  possession. 

11.  Persons  11.  Where  land  is  limited  by  way  of  Springing  or  Siift- 
jomtly  ander  ^g  ^^  ^^  Executory  devise,  to  several  persons,  or  to  a  class 
ui^ecutory  ^f  persons,  and  such  persons  do  not  all  become  capable  of 
though  not  all  taking  at  the  same  time ;  as  in  the  case  of  a  limitation  to 
capable  at  the  the  unbom  children  of  a  person  in  esse  ;  they  may,  never- 
same  time.        theless,  all  take  jointly,  if  such  be  the  intention.     This  is 

impossible  at  the  Common  law,  as  has  been  before  obaerved. 

12.  The  in.  12.  It  was  formerly  held,  that  where  an  Executory  devise 

ilnence  of  the  ,  , 

old  doctrine  as  or  Springing  Use  was  limited  p^r  verba  depneseniif  that  is, 
per^^^  where  the  devisee  or  cestui  que  use  was  mentioned  as  a 
'^**!!?  *^^  person  in  present  existence,  and  the  commencement  of  the 
><»ro,  upon  estate  devised  or  limited  was  not  expressly  deferred  to  a 
Shimng  %!e8  ftiture  period,  the  devisee  or  cestui  que  use  must  be  a  person 
Svi^sr*'^'^  capable  at  the  death  of  the  devisor,  or  the  date  of  the  deed, 
or  otherwise,  the  devise  or  limitation  would  be  void.  (/) 

(/)  F.  C   R.  532,  ei  aeq.     And  he  being  aHve;  void;  for  it  eannol  take 

as  to  copyholds,  also,  Lord  C.  B.  GiU  efl^t  in  praaemiit  as  he  would  liave 

bert  says  :i»**  A  copyholder  sorrenders  iL**     Treatise  on  Tenures,  264,  265. 
to  the  use  of  the  right  heirs  of  J.  S., 
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Thus,  where  (m)  there  was  a  devise  to  A*  for  fifty  jears,  if 
he  shoald  so  long  Utc^  with  remainder  to  the  heirs  male  of 
the  body  of  A« ;  the  Court  evinced  an  inclination  to  the 
cfiinion,  that  the  ulterior  limitation  was  not  a  good  Executoiy 
devise.  And,  so,  where  (i»)  there  was  a  devise  to  trustees  for 
eleven yeara^  and  then  to  the  fintson  of  B.,  then  unborn,  it  was 
said,  that  the  limitation  to  the  first  son  of  B.  should  not  enure 
as  an  Executivy  devise,  because  limited  per  verba  de  pra^ 
ientu  In  neither  of  these  cases,  however,  was  there  any 
necessity  for  an  actual  decision  on  the  point  And,  so^ 
where  (o)  there  was  a  present  limitation  of  a  use  which  the 
eesiui  que  use  could  not  take  in  prasenti,  it  was  said,  that 
die  use  should  not  arise  in  his&vour,  as  a  Springing  Use  in 
fiduro;  eed  alUerg  where  it  was  future,  as  to  the  right  heirs 
of  R,  €tfier  his  death.  Upon  this  principle,  a  devise  to  an 
infimt  en  venire  sa  mire  was,  by  some,  deemed  void;  (p) 
although,  on  this  point,  doubt  has  long  ceased  to  exist,  it 
being  now  undeniably  settled  that  such  a  devise  is  good  (;) 
With  reference  to  this  supposed  distinction  between  limita- 
tions per  verba  de  pr€esenth  and  per  verba  de  fulurOf  it  is  ob- 
servable, diBt  though  supported  by  many  dictoj  it  has  never 
been  so  fiaur  judicially  confirmed,  as  to  be  entitled  to  the 
rank  of  a  settled  rule  in  the  construction  of  limitations  by 
way  of  devise  and  fixture  use.  The  eloquent  author  of  the 
treatise  on  Contingent  Remainders  and  Executory  Devises 
dms(r)  observes  upon  the  doctrine : — *^  In  the  infimcy  of 
Executory  devises,  before  their  limits  were  ascertained  and 
established,  and  whilst  they  were  scarcely  yet  distinguished 
fiom  limitations  in  conveyances  at  Common  law,  there  is 
no  wonder  that  a  distinction  of  this  nature  should  have  been 
taken,  and  that  it  should  have  previdled  to  a  kind  of  rigid 

(»)  Gcodrigki  V.  Corniih,  1  Salk.  Gilb.  Uses  and  Tr.  168. 
236.  (j>)  1  Lev.  135.     F.  C.  R.  632. 

(»)  SemUtrpood  ▼.  Edgt^  \  Salk.  {q)  1    Freem.  244,      GuBher  t. 

2^d.  mchiU,  I  Wils.  106. 


(•)  LmtA  r.  jireAer,  1  Salk.  225.  (r)  P.  534. 

Cob.  Diff.  tit   Usei,  K  7.     Sogd. 
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absurdity,  in  order  to  guard  against  and  prevent  too  great  a 
freedom  and  latitude,  in  what  was  then  esteemed  an  inno- 
vation upon  the  old  Common  law ;  but  even  then,  it  seems 
to  have  been  grounded  upon  some  suppated,  or  upon  the 
want  of  some  required  evidence,  of  the  testator's  intendoD, 
as  appears  in  the  several  cases  put  by  the  Court  in  the 
placses  above  cited,  from  SalkeU  and  Sayntond/*    And  the 
same  writer,  after  stating  that  a  devise  to  an  infimt  en  ventre 
ia  mire  is  at  this  day  clearly  good,  thus(«)  suras  up  lua 
observations  upon  the  doctrine  in  question: — ^^  Whatever 
force  is  to  be  allowed  to  the  distinction  between  Executory 
limitations  per  verba  de  pnBsenth  and  per  verba  de  fuiwro, 
it  can  only  affect  those  cases  where  there  is  not  the  least  cir-ii 
cumstance  fixim  which  to  collect  the  testator's  contemplation 
or  intention  of  anything  else  than  an  immediate  devise  to 
take  efiect  in  prtesentu^ 
13.  As  to  the        13.  The  last  nile  to  be  here  noticed,  in  reference  to 
iTd"^^,  Springing  and  Shifting  Usesand  Executory  devi«».  is,  that 
creiu^by'        ^  Executory  estates  and  possibilities  accompanied  with  an 
Ezecotoiy        interest,  which  would  be  descendible  to  the  heir  of  the 

limitatioiii.  ^ 

object  of  them,  dying  before  the  contingent  event  on  which 
the  vesting  of  the  estate  depends,  are  dewable^  {()  transfer- 
able or  (ueignable  in  equity,  {tt)  and  may  pass  hyfine  by  way 
of  estoppel,  (t?)  And  the  very  terms  of  the  hypothesis  render 
it  unnecessary  to  observe,  that  these  future  estates  are  trans* 
missible  to  the  heirs  or  executors  {w)  of  the  devisee  or  cestui 
que  use,  where  he  dies  before  the  contingency  happens,  and 
there  is  no  uncertainty  in  the  obfect  of  the  limitation,  (x) 
With  reference  to  the  transfer  of  future  contingent  interests 

(f)  P.  636.  (9)  P.  C.  B.  365.    5  Cm.  Dig. 

{t)  Sdwynv.Sebayn, 2  Burr,  im,  202.      6   lb.   522.     Vide  Bro.   Abr. 

Boe  V.    Griffitkt,    1  BL  Bep.  605.  tit.  Fines,  pi.  IOPl 

Moor  y.  Hawkitu,  cited  1  H.  Bl.  33  ;  {w)  Goodrigkt  ▼.   Seark,  2   Wils. 

3  T.  B.  88.     Roe  v.  Jones,  1  H.  Bl.  29.      Wood's  case,  8  Vin.  Abr.  112. 

30 ;  3  T.  B.  88.    F.  C.  B.  367.  1  Bep.  99  a.     F.  C.  B.  364. 

(m)    JVrigkt  V.    Wrigkt,  1  Ves.  sr.  (x)  Moorhouee  r>  JTainkoiue^  1  Bl. 

409.     F.  C.  B.  3b6,  548.  Bep.  638.    And  see  F.  C.  B.  370. 
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in  eopjfkoU  lands,  it  b  to  be  obserred,  that  a  statutory  fine 
Itts  neycr  bcsen  allowed  to  be  levied  of  copyholds,  and  that 
a  mrrender  will  not  have  an  analogous  effect  to  a  fine  in 
respect  of  fireeholda ;  for  a  surrender,  where  no  niale  passes, 
cannot  operate  by  esicppeL  (y) 

We  have  thoa  taken  a  brief  view  of  the  various  rules  re« 
lating  to  limitations  by  way  of  Executory  devise  and  Spring- 
ing and  Shiftily  use.  Neariy  contemporaneous  in  their 
origin,  similar  in  their  nature,  and  closely  allied  in  their 
practical  tendency,  we  yet  see  that  the  judicial  fiivor  and 
si^yport  have  been  extended  by  far  the  most  liberally  to  the 
testamentaiy  dass  of  these  Iimitation&  In  the  case  of  limita- 
tions upon  instruments  inter  vivos,  the  Courts  have  required 
a  certain  degree  of  attention  to  the  order  and  course  of  the 
Common  law,  although  violating  many  of  its  fundamental 
rules;  whereas,  in  the  case  of  limitations  in  last  wills,  it  is, 
perhaps,  not  affirming  too  much,  to  say,  that,  however  infor- 
mal, untechnical,  and  indefinite,  they  will,  if  necessary,  be 
allowed  to  take  shelter  under  the  comprehensive  law  of 
Executory  devise. 


(y)  GbodUeb  ▼.  ilbm,  3  T.  R.  365. 
Tairfv^  T.  Pkiiifm,  1  Ym.  it.  329,230. 
1  Scm.  Copy.  16S.  In  Hr.  iVeHm's 
MMt^  M  AbatraeU^  vol.  1,  p.  341, 
Uiere  b  an  exprenion  which  leads  to 
the  nfevence,  that  in  his  opinian,  the 
iaopBaUveneM  of  a  surrooder  on  oon- 
tiagcBt  interests  in  copyholds,  depends 
on  the  question  of  the  certainty  or 
■Bcatiim^  of  the  surrenderor  hein^ 
thepefson  who  may  ultimately  hecome 
citklcd,  under  the  limitation,  if  it 
takes  efect  at  all ;  and  that,  if  a  re- 
lease would  pass  the  interest,  being  of 
frtAM  tenure,  a  surrender  will  bind 
it  by  estoppel,  if  of  copyhold  tenure. 
The  learned  gentleman's  words  are : — 
"  A  Horender  will  not  operate  by  way 
of  eiloppel,  so  as  to  bind  any  interest, 
whidi,  tf  of  Ireehold  tenure,  could  not 
be  bound  by  /eleosc;  as  an  expectancy 


of  an  heir,  a  contingent  remainder  to 
tiptrmmnot  a§eeriained ;  as  the  sar- 
mor  of  husband  and  wife,  or  a  class 
of  persons  who  are  to  answer  a  giyen 
description,  as  children  of  A.,  who 
shall  survive  B.,  who  is  still  alive.** 
It  is  conceived,  that  the  inference 
seemingly  arising  from  this  observation, 
is  one  at  variance  with  all  rule  and 
authority;  and  that,  although  the 
copyholder's  possibility  be  accom- 
panied vrith  an  interest,  (and  in  the  case 
of  freeholds,  therefore,  would  be  bound 
by  release  or  line,)  yet  if  he  be  not 
in  the  customary  aeisiny  bis  surrender, 
which  passes  only  what  the  sur* 
renderor  has  at  the  time,  will  not 
operate  by  way  of  estoppel.  Fide 
Doe  d.  Baver$tock  v.  Rolfe^  8  Ad.  & 
EIL  673. 
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CHAPTER  X. 

OF  THE  NECESSITY  FOR  A  RULE  FIXING  LUflTS  TO  THE  RE- 
MOTENESS OF  LIMITATIONS  OF  SPRINGING^  SHIFTINO^  AND 
FUTURE  USES,  AND  EXECUTORY  DEVISES  AND  BEQUESTS, 
AND  TRUSTS  OF  THE  LIKE  NATURE. 


At  first, 
doubted  whe- 
ther Springing, 
Shifting,  and 
Future  Uses 
were  de- 
structible. 

Thtsunoer- 
tainty 
acooonted  for. 


Much  conflict  of  opinion  appears  (a)  to  have  existed, 
shortly  after  the  passing  of  the  Statute  of  Uses,  as  to  the 
destructibility  of  Springing,  Shifting,  and  Future  Uses,  by 
the  recovery,  fine,  feoffinent,  or  other  act,  of  the  owner  of 
the  fee  for  the  time  being. 

This  confusion  may  be  traced  to  the  non-observance  of 
the  distinction  between  contingent  Uses  by  way  of  remainder 
after  a  preceding  limited  estate,  and  limitations  which  de- 
feat, or  take  effect  in  partial  derogaUon  of,  a  previous  fee 
or  freehold.  Little  argument  is  required  to  prove,  that  the 
former  are  necessarily  liable  to  the  tortious  acts  and  aliena- 
tions of  the  tenant  of  the  particular-estate,  because  the  Statute 
of  Uses  having  converted  Uses  into  legal  estates,  those 
estates,  so  far  as  they  may  take  effect  as  limitations  at 
Common  law,  are  liable  to  all  the  restrictions  and  con- 
tingencies allowed,  and,  therefore,  in  a  manner  imposed, 
by  the  rules  of  the  Common  law.  A  contingent  remainder 
at  Common  law  being  destructible  by  the  determination 
of  the  particular-estate  (by  forfeiture,  merger,  or  otherwise,] 
previous  to  its  vesting,  the  same  consequence  must  attach 
to  the  contingent  Use  since  the  statute.     The  analogy; 

(a)  Sugd.  Gilb.  Uses  and  Tr.  2S6  n. 
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hovever,  extends  no  further;  because  there  are  no  limi- 
tations known  to  the  Common  law,  resembling  Springing, 
Shifting^  and  Fatore  Uses.  ^The  not  attending  to  this 
distinction,''  as  Seijeant  HiU  observes,  (6)  '*  occasioned 
great  confusion ;"  it  being  sometimes  laid  down,  that  Future 
Uses  were  liable  to  all  the  acts  of  the  owner  of  the  fee,  in 
ezacdy  the  same  manner,  and  to  the  same  extent,  as  con** 
UDgokt  remainders  at  Common  law. 


After  a  while,  however,  a  general  opinion  appears  to  E^entiuaiy 
iiave  prevailed,  that  Springing,  Shifting,  and  Future  Uses  tuchlimtutions 
were  indestructible  by  the  fine,  pecovery,  feoffinent,  or  other  |we.'™^*™*^^ 
wrongftd  alienation,  of  the  owner  of  the  fee  for  the  time 
being,  (c) 

As  regards  a  comnum  recovery,  it  was  said,  that  a  Spring^-  _By  «  com- 
ingor  Shifting  Use  was  but  a  mere  possibility  or  future  »<»'«»very. 
expectation  of  an  interest,  to  which  the  assumed  reoom- 
pence  (the  very  life-blood  of  a  recovery)  did  not  extend ; 
and  that,  therefore,  none  of  the  fictions  on  which  the  force 
and  operation  of  recoveries  were  grounded,  furnished  any 
leason  for  the  recovery  of  a  stranger  being  a  bar  to  these 
possibilities,  or  future  interests.  The  writer  has  been 
onable  to  discover  any  case,  in  which  the  effisct  of  a  com- 
mon recovery  on  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses  has  been 
actuiiUg  decided;  though,  as  will  be  hereafter  seen,  the 
niles  which  have  been  established  on  this  subject  in  respect 
to  Executory  devises,  are  applicable  to  and  decisive  of  every 
case  on  Future  and  Shifting  Uses,  and  other  Springing 
and  Executory  interests,  (d)  It  is  laid  down  in  the 
PraeUeid  Counsel^  {e)  that  if  lands  be  given  to  A.  and  his 

(6)  Opinkm  in  maiipn  of  Viner,  Hill's  apmion,  M  mpra ;  Harg.  Law 

suted  m  Sogd.   Gilb.  Uses  and  Tr.  Tracts,  518.  And  see  Kent  n.  Steward. 

2^0.  Cro.   Car.  358;    Smith  v.    Warren, 

(e)  See  I  Smd.  Uses,  145,  153;  Cro.  Elis.  688. 

Si^  GiOk.  Uses  and  Tr.  127  n,  159  {d)  12  Mod.  39.  Sugd.  GUb.  Uses 

a,d87;  4  Cm.  Dig.  496;  iVwdTs  and  Tr.  156  n. 

aotetoF.  C.  R-dthedH.  67  n.;  Com.  (e)  Pp.  206»  207.    And  see  Pig. 

Dig.  tiL  EsUtcs,    B    30 ;   Seijeani  BecOT.  129—134. 
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heirs,  till  R  pay  to  him  lOO/.,  and  then  that  it  shall  remain 
to  B.  and  his  heirs ;  and  A.  suffers  a  comnion  recovery, 
and  vouches  the  common  vouchee ;  that  this  is  no  bar  to 
,B.  and  his  heirs,  but  that  upon  payment  of  the  100/.,  he 
may  have  the  land. 

If  the  reason  of  this  rule  be  inquired  into,  it  must  be 
confessed,  that  there  does  not  appear  the  slightest  valid 
ground,  on  which  to  refuse  to  common  recoveries  the  same 
operation  on  Executory  interests,  by  way  of  Springing  and 
Shifting  Use,  which  universally  attends  them  in  respect  to 
remainders,  and  other  limitations,  ailer  estates-tail;  and 
it  seems  strange,  that  the  comparatively  light  estimation  in 
which  Future  Uses  are  regarded  by  the  law,  should  be  the 
very  argument  urged  for  their  escape  from  the  force  and 
effects  of  a  common  recovery.     Surely,  no  reason,  which 
renders  vested  remainders  and  reversions  barrable  by  a 
recovery,  can  dimmish  in  weight,  in  proportion   as  the 
future  interests  in   question  become  more  insigaificaut  ? 
It  is  acknowledged,  that  the  supposed  recompence  extends 
only  to  the  itsue^  even  in  the  case  of  an  estate-tail,  and  the 
fictions,  upon  which  is  grounded  the  destructive  effect  of 
common  recoveries  on  the  remainders  and  reversions  after 
an  estate*-tail,  are  certainly  not  more  preposterous  in  the 
case  of  a  tenant  in  fee,  subject  to  Springing  and  Shifting 
Uses,  (f)     If,  in  the  case  of  an  estate-tul,  the  recoveree 
is  supposed  to  be  in  of  his  estate-tail,  and  that  estate-tail, 
by  like  supposition  of  law,  continues  for  ever,  and  so  the 
remainders  and  reversion  are  prevented  from  ever  coming 
into  possession ;  (and  these  are  the  fictions  upon  which  the 
force  of  a  recovery  as  regards  remainders  and  revenians 
rests ;)  what  valid  reason  is  there  against  the  presumption 
of  the  same,  or  analogous  fictions,  in  the  case  of  tenant  in 

(/)  These  obserradons   are    not  the  purpose  of  erindng  the  alMunlitj 

vakAe  with -the  view  of  showing  the  of  any  sttpposed  distiBcti<m  betvieea 

propriety  of  Springing  and  Shifting  theforceof  a  recovery  oa  rattiaiadeny 

Uses  being  rendered  destructiUe  by  and  on' future  uses, 
the  owner  of  the  fee ;  bat  sblcly  Ibr 
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fee,  subject  to  Future  Uses  ?  Indeed,  the  integrity  of  the 
aiguments  uiged  for  the  indestractibilitj  of  Springing  and 
Shifting  Uses,  by  the  recovery  of  the  owner  of  the  fee,  is 
strongly  assailed  by  the  fact,  that,  in  the  case  of  an  «f to/e- 
taily  such  interests  share  the  general  fate  of  all  limitations, 
subsequent  to  the  estate  of  the  recoveree,  tenant  in  tail;  {g) 
as  is  manifest  fix>ni  the  very  frequent  case  of  Siifting  Uses, 
engrailed  on  an  estate*tail,  for  divesting  it  on  the  accession 
of  other  estates,  or  on  the  refusal  of  tenant  in  tail  to  take 
and  bear  any  particular  name  and  arms ;  which  are  clearly 
desdnctible  by  his  recovery. 

It  is  to  be  noted,  however,  that  when  the  |)erson  who 
will  at  all  events  become  entitled  under  the  Executory 
limitation  (should  it  take  effect  at  all)  is  ascertainable,  and 
that  person  comes  in  as  vouchee,  under  the  recovery  suf- 
fered by  the  owner  of  the  preceding  fee,  it  seems  that  the 
poflsibili^  is,  in  that  case,  effectually  destroyed. 

Springing  and  Shifting  Uses  enjoy  a  like  immunity  from  _By  a  fine, 
the  tortious  operation  of  a  Jine  levied  by  the  owner  of  the 
fee,  prior  to  its  vesting  in  possession  or  remainder,  unless 
there  be  a  non-claim  for  five  years  after  the  right  of  pos- 
session accrues.  (A)  Thus,  it  is  laid  down,(t)  that,  '^an 
interest,  not  vested,  shall  not  be  barred  by  a  fine,  as  if  a 
lease  be  made  to  commence  in  futuro,  a  fine  and  five  years 
Don-daim,  before  the  term  commences,  is  not  a  bar."  And 
where  (j)  lands  were  limited  to  the  use  of  A.  for  lifb,  and 
if  6.,  his  wife,  survived  him,  and  had  issue  then  living, 
then  she  to  have  a  rent-chaige  of  20iL,  and  from  the  death 
of  both,  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  them  to  have  an  annuity 
of  201;  and  a  fine  was  levied  by  A.  and  B. :  it  was  held, 
that  these  were  two  distinct  rents,  (A)  and  that  the  fine 
was  no  bar  to  the  rent  to  the  heirs  of  the  body,  which  was 

(s)  8m  1  Pmt  Afairt  40.  (j)  Jf^J^^fi^  ▼•  FamgnU,  1  Vet.. 

(A)  Bvt.  Bkn.    Comp.  71.  5      v.  387. 

Crt.  Dig.  219.  {k)  As  to  this,  im  £«l&r't  note  to 

(0  Cob.  Dig.  tit  Fine,  1 3.  F.  C.  B.  538,  629. 
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to  tbe  pracity 
of  express 
authorities  on 
these  pomts. 


The  inde- 
stnictibility 
of  future  Uses 
the  Murent  of 
the  Rule 
against  Per- 
petuities. 


This  shown 
from  the  e?iU 
of  remote 
future  interests 
in  property. 


cases  in  onr  Reports,  id  which  the  effisct  of  a  comioon 
recovery,  fine,  or  feojSinent,  on  Future  Uses,  has  been  the 
direct  subject  of  ^adjudication,  there  are  many  decisions 
which  have  proceeded,  and  been  expressly  grounded^  on  the 
assumption,  of  the  indestructibility  of  such  Uses  by  any 
assurance,  however  tortious^  of  the  owner  of  tbe  previous 
fee  or  freehold,  (r)  j 

This  general  characteristic  of  S{»inging  and  Shifting 
Uses — their  indestructibility  or  indefeasibleness — ^was  one 
of  the  producing  causes  of  those  wholesome  restrictions  on 
the  power  of  creating  future  interests  in  property,  com- 
prehended in  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  {s) 

If,  by  means  of  Shifting  Uses»  a  future  interest  in  realty 
might  be  limited  to  arisen  divesting  prior  estates  ai  any 
period  ofAime^  however  remote ;  or,  if  through  the  medium 
of  Springing  Uses,  a  future  estate  might  be  created  to  arise 
on  events,  either  certain  or  contingent,  without  any  limit  in 
regard  to  the  time  within  which  such  events  should  hiq;>pen  ; 
or,  if  by  virtue  of  Powers  of  revocation  and  new  appoint- 
ment, the  right  to  create  future  estates  could  be  indefinitely 
reserved,  either  to  an  interested  person,  or  a  stranger ; — if 
such  limitations  should  be  allowed,  it  requires  little  argu- 
ment to  prove,  that  the  perpetuity  of  entail,  the  mischievous 
tendency  of  which  led  the  judges  to  evade  the  Statute  De 
donis  conditionaUbust  by  the  invention   of  common  re- 
coveries, would  be  revived,  in  all  its  force  and  hurtfulness, 
under  the  guise  of  Springing,  Shifting,  and  Future  Uses,  {t) 


(r)  Carwardine  ▼•  CarwardtMe,  F. 
C.  R.  388.  Doe  d.  Seoti  ▼.  Roaeh,5 
Mao.  &  Salw.  482. 

(«)  Haig.  Co.  Litt  ^71  b.ii.  l.s. 
iii.  2. 

(f )  **  The  reception  of  Executory 
Uses  into  the  law  of  England  gave 
riie.to  that  important  part  of  its  juris- 
prudence, which  respects  the  doctrine 
9f  perpehuty,  or  exeamve  natraint  on 
mlitnaiion.     No  question  of  perpe- 


tuity could  arise  at  the  Commioii  law, 
or  under  the  Statute  De  c^nua.  After 
the  Statute  Dt  domt,  and  beforo  the 
introduction  of  Executory  Uici»  fu- 
ture estates  could  only  be  crottted  by 
way  of  remainder.  The  renotmes 
of  a  remainder^  however  greet,  was  no 
objection  to  it  on  its  creetion.  If  the 
event  upon  which  it  was  to  vest,  took 
place  duriiy  the  oootiiiuaiioe  of  the 
preoediiig  estate,  or  «t  the  instant  of 
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It  18  in  the  nature  oS  such  limitations  to  ''bang  like  a 
cIoiMr  oyer  the  estate,  impeding  its  free  transmission  by 
the  uncertainty  of  futare  enjoyment,  and,  therefore,  to 
Aat  extent,  obstructing  that  motoal  interchange  between 
hod  and  money,  which,  in  a  country  whose  prosperity  is 
derired  fiom  its  soil  and  commerce  alike,  is  so  essential  to 
the  interests  of  all,  whether  landholders,  or  merchants  and 
those  engi^ed  in  trsde. 

The  iiijuriouseffects  of  indestructible  Executory  limitations  The  feasibility 
beii^  ascertMned,  there  could  be  little  difficulty  in  inventing  ^^^^^ 
a  remedy.     As  by  the  establishment  of  common  recoveries, 
the  judges  of  the  Common  law  obviated  the  hurtful  tendency 
to  a  perpetuity  in  an  unbarrable  entail,  and  have  ever  since 
evinced  their  jealous  care  for  the  free  exercise  of  this  mode 
of  unfettering  estates-tail,  or  its  substitute ;  so,  it  is  obvious, 
that  the  same  regard  for  the  free  circulation  of  property 
would  lead  them,  in  some  way  or  other,  to  avoid  the  ill 
consequences  which  would  ensue  from  the  prevalence  of 
uniestndned  and  unlimited  perpetuity,  under  the  form  of 
springing.  Shifting,   or  Future  Uses.    If  their  ingenuity 
oouhl  suggest  a  mode  of  avoiding  and  almost  repealing  a 
Itgulaiioe  enactment,  (the  Statute  De  donui)  on  account  of 
its  pernicious  tendency ;  the  judges  could  be  at  no  loss  to 
devise  some  bounds,  within  which  to  confine  those  limi« 
tations  of  Uses,  which  owed  their  existence  to  judicial 


in  4eteRBtBBS]oii«  the  remainder  wonld 
rcit  in  poaaeMJon  immediately  on  the 
delominaiaon  of  the  preceding  estate ; 
Vtheereotdid  not  take  place  daring 
iW  cjBfinuance  of  the  preceding  ea- 
late,  or  «t  tile  tnatant  of  ita  detemnna* 
tioa,  &e  naainder  would  wholly  fall 
of  affirt :  daring  this  period,  there- 
fare^  of  oorbw,  all  mqairj  reapectmg 
pcfpeCiiliy  was  one  of  ({aettion.  After 
the  nfiradoetmi  of  EAecntorj  Uses, 
the  qoestaon  of  perpetohj  neoeasarily 
fDR«d  itodf  on  Che  atftentloB  of  the 


and,  still  more,  the  introduction  of 
reooreriea,  which  originated  in  an  ar- 
bitiiry  decision  of  the  judges,  in  direct 
opposition  to  a  posttiTe  statute,  suf- 
Sdently  showed,  that  such  a  modi£ca- 
tion  of  property,  as  rendered  it  perpe- 
tually inalienable,  or  postponed  the 
power  of  aliening  it,  to  a  period  ne- 
cessarily remote,  would  not  be  endur- 
ed. It  was,  tiieiefore,  incumbent  on 
the  Courts  to  fix  the  boundary,  beyond 
which  Executory  limitations  should 
not  be  permitted  to  operate.*'    Butl. 


Ctarti.    The  imwjdactiwt  ef  gnes»     ii^ie  to  F.  0.  B.  563, 666, 
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favor  alone,  and  thereby  to  restrain  their  tendency  to  a 
perpetuity. 
EwljT  appro-  Accordingly,  in  almost  every  case  of  Future  Use  which 
erOfl  of  per-  arose,  (after  the  kpse  of  some  little  time  from  the  passing  of 
^iTc^wes,  *®  statute,  27  Hen.  8,)  we  find  mention  of  "  perpetuity,"  or 
^^HT^  reference  to  it;  and  that,  too,  fi^uently,  where,  fiom  the 

nature  of  the  limitations  in  question,  there  was  little  or  no 
tendency  to  it    The  notion  which  prevailed  of  a  perpetuity 
was  vague,  general,  and  undefined;  and  the  language  of 
the  old  sages  of  the  law  r^;arding  it,  would  convey  but  an 
inadequate  idea  of  the  monster,  which  was  held  up  for  exe- 
cration by  bench,  bar,  and  suitors  alike.     The  suspension  of 
the  enjoyment  or  vesting  of  property  for  a  few  months, 
would  call  forth  the  apprehensions  of  our  lawyers,  with  as 
much  earnestness,  as  if  the  months  had  been  lives  or  gene- 
rations.   The  settlement  of  any  definite  rule,  as  to  the  time 
within  which  Fpture  Uses  should  arise,  was  progresdve  and 
slow ;  and  in  the  marking  out  these  limits,  as  occasion  firom 
time  to  time  required,  not  a  little  inconsistency  is  observa- 
ble.   Even  after  a  certain  latitude  had  been  once  allowed, 
we  sometimes  find  a  subsequent  retraction  or  retrqgresaion ; 
so  unstable  were  the  principles,  and  so  undefined  the  ideas, 
which  had  been  formed  or  were  entertained  upon  the  subject. 
Nor  has  the  ingenuity  of  modem  lawyers  been  much  less 
exercised  in  the  discovery  of  the  uhimum  quod  git^  or  ne 
plus  ultra  of  perpetuity ;  for,  strange  as  it  may  seeni»  but 
ten  years  have  elapsed  since  the  fixation  of  that  ultimatum 
Ux>k  place,  (u) 

Having  discovered  the  necessity  for  restraining  limitations 

of  Future  Uses,  within  reasonable  limits,  we  will  proceed  to 

prosecute  a  similar  inquiry  in  regard  to  Executory  de^ttes 

and  bequests. 

TbBcase  The  same  adjudication  which  finally  established    the 

ilgidity  of         validity  of  Executory  devises,  likewise  created  the  nec^essity 

(«)  See  CiuUa  t.  Pahur,  7  Btigh.  N.  a  202,  stated  iVrv,  p.  159. 
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for  the  impositioii   of  some  restraint  on  them.    In   the  Executory 

before-cited  {v)  case  of  Pelis  ▼•  Brawn^  it  was  decided  by  adjudged  them 

Arec  judges  against  Doddendge^  J.,  that  a  recovery  suffered  "abwrible  bj 

by  the  person  to  whom  the  determinable  fee  was  limited,  reouferf. 

did  not  bar  or  destroy  the  Executory  interest,  because  he 

who  suffered   tbe  recoveiy  had  a  fee,  and  the  ulterior 

devisee  had  no  estate  depending  upon  that  of  the  former, 

bat  a    mere  collateral    possibility,  vrhich  could  not   be 

touched  by  a  recovery,  (cr)    Dodderidgey  J.,  heki  the  re* 

covexy  a  bar  to  the  Executory  devise,  because  it  was  but  a 

posability  to  have  a  fee,  and,  quariy  a  contingent  estate, 

idiich  was  destroyed  before  it  came  in  esse  by  the  recovery, 

for  otherwise  it  would  be  a  mischievous  kind  of  perpetuity, 

which  could  not  be  barred. 

Ever  since  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Pells  v.  Srown,  an  And  ever  »hioe 
Executory  devise  of  inheritance  has  been  deemed  unbarrable 
by  the  common  recovery  of  the  owner  of  the  prior  estate;  (x) 
and  if  there  have  been  but  few  subsequent  cases,  in  which 
the  point  has  been  discussed,  (y)  there  are  many  in  vrhich 
it  has  been  assumed  (z)  as  indisputable. 

The  reasons  assigned  for  the  exclusion  of  Executory  integrity  of 
devises  from  the  operation  of  a  common  recovery,  are  the  ^^ISTthfa 
same  with  those  on  which  the  like  exemption  of  Springing  mdtt*raodW* 
and  Shifting  Uses  is  grounded,  and  are  open  to  the  same  and  doctrine 
observations  as  have  been  offered  in  relation  to  the  destnic-  ^^06  fo^dt- 
tilnlity  of  those  Uses  by  common  recovery.    Disregarding  *^"' 
^'the  unattainable  subtlety  of  the  reasoning"  (a)  urged  for 
the  unbarrableness  of  Executory  devises,  as  a  fruitless  at- 
tempt to  prove,  on  legal  principleSy  the  correctness  of  a  rule 
resdng  only  on  arbitrary  decision,  the  true  and  only  ground 
of  the  rule,  is,  a  favorable  **  consideration  of  the  utility  of 


(9)  Fufe  wpra,  p.  81.  Bo8.  &  Poll.  324. 

(«)  And  tee  2  BoL  394 ;  t  Le?.  (<}  WrinUe  r.  BmUiffUm,  Doa^fl. 

m.  729.     Doe  d.  Cadogan  ▼.  Ewartt  7 

(»)  Rargr.  Lew  Trectt,  618.  Ad.  &  Ell.  647. 

(|p)  Ak  d.  Bamfidd  ▼.  ITctton,  2  (a)  2  Harg.  Jurid.  Aig.  34. 
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these  UmitationSy  in  enabling  men  thereby  to  make  poTisioa 
fer  payment  of  debts,  younger  childrens'  portions,  and  other 
neoessary  family  arrangements,  by  giving  over  the  estate  on 
non-compliance  with  snch  imposed  conditionsr"  (b) 

The  fictions  of  the  Executory  devisee  not  being  within 
the  presumed  recompence  in  a  common  recovery, — of  the 
hiw  not  taking  any  notice  of  the  possibility  of  an  estate 
arising  after  a  fee,  (a  fiction  belied  by  the  very  exbtence  of 
the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,) — and  of  the  infinite  duration 
of  the  previous  determinable  fee  in  the  eye  of  the  law, — 
these  are  all  reasons  ingeniously  invented,  for  propping  up, 
by  a  kind  of  ex  past  facto  justification,  a  doctrine  adopted, 
in  reality,  for  convenience  only* 

It  was  resolved,  however,  in  the  case  o(  PelU  v.  SrowUy 
that  ''if  the  person,  to  whom  an  Executory  devise  is  limited, 
come  in  as  vouchee  in  a  common  recovery,  his  possibility  is 
thereby  given  up  :"— -in  order  to  support  which  exceptioa, 
reasons  have  been  uiged,  (c)  fatal,  in  the  writer's  view^  to 
the  validity  of  the  arguments  for  the  protection  aiforded  to 
Executory  interests,  where  the  Executory  devisee  does  not 
concur,  as  vouchee. 

It  has  generally  been  laid  down,  that  Executory  devisea 
are  not  destructible  by  fine ;  {d)  unless  there  be  five  years' 
non-claim  after  the  time  of  the  Executory  interest  accrued^ 
in  which  case,  it  should  seem,  that  the  fine  bars  by  the  very 
words  of  the  Statute  of  Fines  (4  Hen.  7,  a  24).  The  writer 
has  been  unable  to  discover  any  decided  case,  in  which  the 
effect  of  a  fine  on  an  Executory  devise,  has  been  determined, 
but  the  mutual  applicability  of  the  authorities  on  Springing 
and  Shifting  Uses,  to  Executory  devises,  and  of  the  cases  oq 
the  subject  of  Execut(»y  devises,  to  Springing  and  Shiftily 
Uses,  Tenders  the  cases  ^  Uoyd  v.  Carew^  and  IVhiifield  y. 


(^)  PowelVi  note  to  F.  Bi.  Dot., 
4th  edit.,  67,  note. 

(e)  See  Poweirs  note  to  F.  Ex. 
Der.  70,  71. 


{d)  Sngd.  Gilb.  Utesaiid  Tr.  278, 
28&  5  Crq.  Dig.  219.  F.  C  R^ 
418.    Hwg.  Law  Tncti»  SIQ. 
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Fautteti,  before  cited,  {e)  ftothoritieB  for  the  position,  thai 
an  Execotoiy  devise  is  unaffected  by  the  fine  d£  die  owner 
oT  the  determinable  fee,  until  five  yesn  after  the  accruer  of 
the  Executory  devisee's  right  The  principle  of  those  eases 
iras,  that  the  fine  was  no  bar,  because  the  l^pringii^  Use 
was  a  mere  pouibiUty^  which  could  not  be  barred ; — aprin- 
dple,  obviously,  applicable  to  the  case  of  an  Executory 
dense,  to  the  same  extent  in  which  it  ia  applicable  to 
Springing  and  Shifting  Uses,  {f) 

An  Executory  devise  is  also  indestructible  by  the  feoff*  And  by  feoff. 
ment  or  other  tortious  alienation  of  the  owner  of  the  fee  for  ™^^' 
the  time  being,  (g)  Thus,  where  (A)  one,  by  deed,  granted 
several  anniuties  to  his  younger  children,  and  afterwards 
devised  all  his  lands  to  his  elder  son  and  his  heirs,  upon 
condition  that  he  paid  the  annuities,  and  if  he  failed  of 
payment,  that  the  youngest  son  should  enter  and  have  the 
lands ;  the  eldest  son  entered  and  made  a  feoffment  to  A., 
and  then  the  youngest  son  entered  for  nonpayment ;  and  it 
was  held,  that  his  entry  was  lawful,  and  that  die  contingent 
estate  was  not  divested.  So,  also,  where  (t )  lands  were  de» 
vised  to  A.  in  fee,  and,  upon  a  contingency,  to  B.  in  fee, 
and  A.  made  a  feoffitnent  in  fee ;  it  was  held  that  the  con- 
tiagent  ri^t  was  not  destroyed.  The  same  reason — ^its 
being  a  mere  posdbiliQr,  or  future  expectation  of  an  interest 
— whidi  protects  an  Executory  devise  fi*om  the  common 
recovery,  and  fine,  also  prevents  its  being  divested  by  the 
feflffoDent,  or  other  wrongful  alienation,  of  the  owner  of  the 
previooa  determinable  fee* 

But  it  must  be  observed,  that  all  that  has  been  here  But  Executory 
said  reelecting -tlie  indestructibility  of  Executory  devises,  grafted  on' 
nftist  b^  understood  of  such  Executory  devises  only,  as  are  ^^^1^'  "^ 
engrafted  npon  estates  in  fee-simple;  it  being  perfectly 

(c)  Vuk  Bmpnh  pp.  135,  126.  note,  292. 

(/)  SMtbe  •rgmnflntt  k  itoiml^  (A)  AfnA'seiiar's  case,  eited  P|dm. 

▼»< /mo,  6  T«mt.  262»  referred  to,  136. 

Myra,  p.  126^  Bole.  (>)  Pitniow  ?.  JPkMrkert  2  RoL  Ahr. 

(9)  Sa^d.  Gilb.  Usee  and  Tr.  287,  793,  pi.  2. 
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clear,  that  (like  every  other  limitation)  when  limited  after 
an  estate-tail,  they  are  bairable  by  the  common  recovery  or 
disentailing  assurance  of  the  tenant  in-taiL  Thus,  if  land 
be  limited  to  A.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  if  A.  should 
die  under  the  age  of  twenty*two  year%  then,  that  immedi- 
ately  after  his  death,  his  estate  shall  cease,  and  the  land 
belong  to  B.  in  fee,  or  in  tail,  a  common  recovery  sa£kred, 
or  enrolled  assiufance  executed,  by  the  tenant  in  tail,  imme- 
diately on  his  attainment  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  yean, 
and,  of  course,  while  his  estate  is  continuing,  will  bar  the 
Executory  limitation. 

This  privilege  of  Executory  devises,  which  exempts  them 
fiom  being  barred  or  destroyed,  is  the  foundation  of  restric- 
tions imposed  upon  their  creation,  the  same  as  those  which 
bind  Future  Uses,  and  also,  ordinarily  known  under  the 
name  of  the  Muk  agaimt  Perpetuities*    It  is  the  inevitable 
tendency  of  limitations  by  way  of  Executory  devise,  as  well 
as  ci  Springing,  Shifting^  and  Future  Use,  to  operate  as 
a  clog  upon  the  alienation  of  the  inheritance,  and  to  impair 
its  value,  by  the  uncertainty  of  enjoyment ;  and,  unkas  the 
right  to  create  those  future  interests  were  confined  within 
reasonable  limits,  it  would  be  in  a  settlor^s  or  testator^s  power 
to  make  an  estate  inalienable  fer  generations  to  come  (i) ;  a 
power  which  the  law  very  wisely  denies  to  every  man,  as 
the  exercise  of  it  would  tend  to  render  property,  in  a  great 
measure,  useless  to  the  general  purposes  of  a  oommerdal 
country.    As  before  observed,  the  limits  thus  impoaed  on 
Executory  devises  are  the  same  with  those  within  which 
Shifting  Springing^  and  Future  Uses  are  confined  ;  and 
the  i»ogre8sive  extension  of  those  limits,  which  it  will  be 
our  busineas  presently  to  trace,  has  been  applicable  to  both 
kinds  of  limitation& 

Executoiy  bequests  of  terme  far  gears  and  other  chattel 
interests  in  land  are  equally  secure,  as  Executory  devises  of 


(A)  F.  c.  a  4ao. 
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ml  esdilee,  aindint  the  dispofiiticm  of  the  l^rotee  of  die  cliattds  vtaH 

'  ^  *  o  imli'ttfiucUblu- 

mtecedent  interest*  (l)    And»  as  in  the  case  of  Ezecntory 


deiiflesy  this  doctrine  of  the  indefltnictibilit)r  of  Executory 
bequests,  was  established  by  the  reiy  same  decisions  which 
affimied  the  validi^  of  those  limitations.  Thus^  the  fourth 
leaolation  hi  Manning*9  case  (m)  was,  **  that  after  that  the 
eiecntor  hath  assented  to  the  firit  devise,  it  lieth  not  in  the 
power  of  the  first  devisee  to  bar  him  who  hath  the  fitture 
dense,  for  he  cannot  pass  more  to  another  than  he  himself 
hath."  And  so  in  Lampetfn  case,  (ft)  one  of  the  questions 
nused,  was,  **  if  the  first  devisee,  after  assent  made  by  the 
executor,  might  bar  the  Execatory  devise,  being  bat  a  pos- 
riUHty,  or  not;''  and  the  opinion  of  the  judges  was  in 
accordance  with  the  resdiudon  in  Manning^s  case  upon  the 
aame  point.  And  it  is  also  dear,  that  in  the  case  of  an  By  meiger, 
Execatory  bequest  of  a  term  of  years  after  a  previous  Hmi-  ^I^^  ** 
tstion  of  the  same  fer  life,  no  subsequent  union  of  the  free-  >ff«cdiis 

^  intereft  of 

hold  or  inheritance,  with  the  interest  of  the  first  taker,  nor  fint  uker. 
a  ftoAnent,  nor  any  other  tortious  act,  by  such  fint  taker, 
will  destroy,  or  in  any  way  affect,  the  interest  of  the  ulterior 
legatee,  (o)  Thus,  where  (p)  W.  H.,  being  possessed  of  a 
hoQse  for  a  term  of  thirty«-one  years,  by  his  will  devised  the 
pro&s  thereof  to  L  during  widowhood,  and  afterwards  de- 
vised the  term  to  R. ;  and  L,  by  the  assent  of  the  executor, 
entered,  and  afterwaids  purchased  the  fee  of  the  house 
devised :  it  was  held,  that  although  the  whole  term  was  in  L 
qwMuque,  8K.f  BO  that  by  the  purchase  of  the  fee,  A^  interest 
became  extinct ;  yet  the  same  did  not  defeat  the  Executory 
beqoest  to  B»,  but  that  after  the  marriage  of  L,  and  not 
before,  he  mi^t  enter.  Aid  so,  where  (q)  a  person  to 
whom  a  term  was  devised  for  life,  with  a  limitation-over, 


(f)F.  C.B.42a  10Rep.Si3.    AndiMtlfloX«T.  Xm^ 

(«)  8  Bcfk  96,  vide  ttq/ra,  p.  86.  Moor,  268. 

(«)  10  Rep.  47  bu  (q)  CotUmw,  Heaik,Ro.  Abr.  612, 

i«)  F.  C.  R.  421.  1  Abb  Eq.  191. 


(  f)  JIammimgkm  ▼.  iZiM^orvf,  citod 
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made  a  feoffment  of  the  lands,  wbeieopoa^  the  vevenioner 

in  fee.entered  for  the  forfeiture;  it  was  heM,  that  the  £ief 

cvlocy  beqnest  was  not  destroy^  fay  the  feofimeot  of  the 

first  taker,  and  the  reventoaer^s  entry  fer  die  feifeitMra 

Exploded  A  dtadoction  was,  indeed,  formerly  taken  faetwees  a 

to  th^pfat     heqnest  of  an  existing  term,  and  a  devise  of.  the  land  fer  a 

beti«B«in  bo.      tmm^  ioBL  TtmxA  to  the  destruotilnlity  of  the  ExecntoiT  in»- 

quest  of  a  term  ^  . 

to  first  taker,     terest  by  the  first  taker's  poesesdon  of  die  inheritance,  or  by 
the  land.  his  torttous  alienation* 

It  was  said,  diat  where  a  person  having  a  term,  devised 
kts  term,  the  entire  intereH  in  it  vested  in  the  first  I^tee 
for  a  certain  time,  and  that,  during  diat  time,  it  vras  sidyect 
to  his  power,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  there  had  been  no 
limitation-over,  (r)    But,  as  Mr.  -Faanis  observes,  («)  how- 
ever admissible  such  a  distinction  might  have  been  before 
Executory  devises  of  terms  were  established^  and  whilst  a 
difference  was  supposed  between  the  limitation  of  the  term 
itself^  and  of  the  land  or  profited  or  uee,  or  occupationy  &c, 
all  pretence  for  it  evidently  vanished  in  Manning^  and 
Jsampetfs  cases,  before  mentioned* 
Bat  Ezecntory      But  it  18  to  be  observed,  that  although  Ezecutoiy  interests 
be  released       in  chattels  real  cannot  be  in  any  way  affected  by  the  acts  of 
iraeathed,  and    ^^  ^^^  lq;atee,  they  are  capable  of  being  released  by  the 
aiioattipied     person  decidedly  entitled  under  the  ulterior  limitation,  to 
the  first  taker,  or  other  person  in  possession  of  the  antece- 
dent limited  interest  (jt)    And  they  may  also  be  trana&ned 
by  deed  to  strangers,  in  eqtUty;  (ti)  but  a  Court  of  law 
does  not  recognise  the  assignment  of  such  interests;,  before 
they  vest  in  possession,  (r)    Executory  interests  in  terms 
are  also  susceptible  of  testameniary  alienation  both  at  Itsw 
and  in  equity  ;  {w)  and  tkai$  notwithstanding  the  testator 

(r)  See  in  regard  to  tbis  distinction,  C.  R.  423.    2  Prest  Abst.  118. 

Dyer,  253  K  I  Ctol  EUi.  216 )  1  Rep.  («)  2  Freem.  250.    9  Mod.  101. 

154 ;  Co.  Litt.  45  h.  3  Pi  Wmi.  132.   1  Yes.  409. 

(f )  F.  C.  R.  422.  And  see  ITri^t  («)  2  Prest  AbsL  lia« 

▼.  CaHwrighi,  1  Burr.  282.  <»)  F.  C.  R.  3SS,  548.     2  P»«»t. 

(<)  Lampetfi  csase,  M^mpnu    F.  Abet  11S» 
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nmj  not  be  afloertaiiied  aa  the  penon  in  whom  thie  fiilHie 
inteiest  may  wllimiitrfy  become  vesled^  or  notwithslaiidiiig 
he  may  be  endtled  thcfetD>  otherwise  than  under  the  in- 
strument  by  wbich  the  same  was  created,  (x) 

In  rafOBid  to  Executoiy  beqoests  of  chattels  jMrfona/;  the  Eiecmor^ 
OHes  (y )  whidi  establish  the  freedom  of  such  intesests^  from  SSStVit 
the  ebims  of  the  ereditars  of  the  fint  taker,  fidly  demon*  y°*l<<y»»y 
stnle  their  exemption  from  lus  power  in  any  shape,  whether  extmodon. 
it  be  in  the  nature  of  an  asdgnment,  sale,  or  other  wrongful 
attempt  at  the  extinction  of  the  Executory  interest.  (») 

And  the  rule,  that  Executory  bequests  of  chattels  red  and  Ruieofin- 
peisonal  cannot  be  barred  or  destroyed,  applies  equally  to  ^^^^^^^ 
emrtf  kind  of  such  fiituie  limitations,  whaterer  the  natare  ^™^  ^  ^®- 

^  cutorybe- 

or  extent  of  the  antecedent  interest  qoetts. 

Hub  doctrineof  the  indestructibility  of  Executory  interests  secomty  for 
by  the  act  of  any  one,  other  than  the  person  entitled  under  '•»»rict>o«»» 

•^  ^     ^  "'  *  upon  creation 

thefiitiire  limitation,  neoesratates  the  applieation  to  them,  ofEseootory 
of  the  same  restrictive  rule  as  that  before  refered  to  in  re- 
gvd  to  Executory  devises  of  inheritance,  namely,  a  rule,  by 
which  the  creation  of  future  interests  shall  be  confined 
within  soch  reasonable  limits,  as  will  avoid  the  inconveni* 
enoe  attending  the  existence  of  unbarrable  rights  of  remote 
expectancy  in  any  kind  of  property. 

To  establish  a  conclusion  with  respect  to  TrustM  analogous 
to  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses  and  Executory  devises  and 
bequests,  similar  to  that  which  has  been  arrived  at  in  regard 
to  those  limitations  themselves,  can  be  matter  of  but  little 
diCrulty. 

Equity  is  even  more  regardful  than  the  Common  law,  of  Equitable 
the  preservation  of  future  estates  and  interests  fix>m  destruc->  pmerred  from 
tioa  by  the  owners  of  preceding  interests ;  for  it  is  a  well-    *j25**wlth 
established  rule  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  that  in  the  case  Ifgal  limiu* 
of  equitable  life-estates  and   contingent  remainders,  the 

(jr)  1  Vict,  c  !I6, 8.  2.  note.     Hoare  v.    Pdrker,  2   T.    R. 

( jr>'  C^uhffttH  T. '  XbM«tt,  Oowp.       376.     Pidt  npra,  p.  98. 
432.     Fdky  V.  BunMOf  Cofirp.  436^  (»)  F.  C.  B.  420,  421. 


138  '    NSOBBsmr  for  rulb  AOAnmr        [cbap.  x. 

remainders  are  not  liable  to  be  defeated  bj  die  tortious  alie- 
nation of  the  tenant  of  the  particolar^estate,  nor  by  its 
determination  before  the  happening  of  the  contingency  on 
which  the  remainder  is  suspended:  the  reverse  of  all  wUchi 
is  the  nile  of  the  common  law.    ji  fortierif  therefiire,  as  to 
Trusts  not  limited  after  the  manner  of  particulax^^states  and 
remainders,  bat  creating  substantive  and  independent  in* 
terests  (whether  taking  effect  in  ftUuro,  or  divesting  previous 
gifts,)  will  equity  prevent  any  destruction  of  future  estate^ 
by  persons  entitled  under  prior  limited  gifts.     And  this,  the 
more,  as  there  are  no  proper  equitable  assurances  of  the  like 
forcible  operation  in  Chancery,  with  common  reoovme% 
fines,  and  feoffments,  at  Common  law.    These  assunmces 
are,  indeed,  when  brought  to  bear  upon  equitable  interests, 
similar  to  the  Common  law  estates  within  the  scope  of  their 
ordinary  operation,  attended  by  a  like  force  and  efficacy; 
as,  ex  gr,j  a  common  recovery  suffered  by  equitable  tenant 
in  tail ;  but  as  to  their  extraordinarg  and  tortioui  eflfects,  the 
nature  of  equitable  rights  is  not  congenial  to  their  display. 
As  to  the  point  of  the  operation  of  a  recovery  suffered  by  a 
person  having  a  Trust  in  fee,  €Bquiias  sequiiur  leg&m,  is  the 
rule ;  for  as  the  res  gesUe  of  the  original  question  of  the 
effect  of  a  recovery  at  Common  law,  in  a  simflar  case,  are 
of  doubtful  character  (u  e.  the  operation  of  a  recovery  uprai 
limitations  engrafted  on  estates  in  fee,  supposing  it  were 
allowed  any,  might  either  be  considered  proper  and  ordi- 
nary, or  tortious  and  extraordinary,)  the  Chancery  jurisdic- 
tion adopts  the  Common  law  rule.     Equitable  iateiests, 
therefore,  similar  to  Future  Uses  and  Executory  devises  and 
bequests,  are  equally  exempt  fix)m  liability  to  be  banvd  or 
destroyed  by  the  owners  of  antecedent  estates. 
ETib  of  remote      This  characteristic  of  Future  Trusts  established,  the  oonse* 
in  Chanceryas  quence  must  be  the  same  with  that  which  flows  fiom  a 
iAj:!ommoii       gimilar  quality  in  Executory  limitations  at  Common   law. 
The  evils  of  remote  indestructible  estates,  as  forming  a  clog 
upon  the  alienation  of  property,  are  as  great  whea  taking 
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the  fcnn  of  Tmsls  in  Chanoeiyi  as  when  limited  under  the 
T\Aes  of  tbe  Common  law ;  for  as  the  equity  jurisdiction  is 
TCoog;iuaed9  and  concorrent  with  that  of  the  Courts  of  law, 
leaoTt  to  it  would  be  an  easy  mode  of  evading  the  restric- 
tkns  on  the  creation  of  remote  estates^  did  it  not  impose  an 
equally  effective  check  npon  that  abuse  of  the  right  of  pro- 
perty. Bat,  further  than  this,  the  provisions  of  the  law 
agBiDst  too  great  remoteness  in  future  unbarrable  interestSy 
are  peculiarly  in  keeping  with  the  salutary  influence  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  administering  the  laws  of  property,  as 
all  other  justice ;  and  such  as  it  might  have  been  expected 
to  have  adoptee^  as  to  estates  and  interests  within  its  sole 
jurisdictioDy  even  had  not  the  like  vestrictions  previously 
obtained  in  regard  to  limitations  of  legal  estates.  Limita-  Aodremedj 
tions  of  Future  Trusts  are,  therefore,  subject  to  the  same  ^  "^"^ 
restrictioDs  in  equity,  as  axe  similar  legal  estates,  at  law. 

Thus  mudi  for  the  several  kinds  of  limitations  of  future  General 
inceiesta  in  property,  l^al  and  equitable,  considered  indi-  ^  tubietu 
vidoally,  as  finmishing  grounds  for  an  antecedent  probability  ^^^^^T^ '" 
of  their  being  restricted  to  take  effect  within  reasonable, 
limits  in  point  of  time.    In  the  proeecuticm.  of  this  Treatise^ 
many  instances  of  the  several  kinds  of  Executory  interests, 
noticed  in  this  ami  the  preceding  chapter,  will  pr6misca- 
oody  demand  our  attention,  in*  a  variety  of  views  uncon-^ 
neded  with  their  specific  distinctions  or  rdations ;  but  what 
has  been  said  in  re^)ect  to  those  distinctions  and  relations, 
aod  their  general  distributive  arrangement,  will,  it  is  appre- 
hended, be  sufficient  to  enable  the  reader,  who  may  have 
occasion  or  feel  inclination  for  it,  to  distinguish  and  classify 
ibt  aeveial  limitations  in  question,  as  they  occur. 
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CHAPTER  XI. 

UtSTORT  AND  PBOGRESSIVE  ESTABLlSHBfENT  OF  A  RULE 
FOR  PRETENTION  OF  REMOTENESS,  UNDER  THE  NAME  OF 
THE  RULE  AGAINST  PERPETUITIES. 

Motions  M  to         It  has  before  been  observedi  that  for  a  long  time  subse- 
H^u^M  ^    quent  to  the  legal  establishment  of  limitations  by  way  of 
firtt  Yigue  I       Springing  and  Shifting  Use  and  Executory  devise,  there  was 
no  settled  notion  as  to  the  ultimate  period  within  which  die 
law  would  confine  the  suspension  of  the  possession  and  enjoy- 
ment of  property,  by  means  of  those  and  similar  limitatioDS. 
Indeed,  we  find  Lord  Nottingham^  in  his  time,  laying  down 
no  more  definite  a  rule  on  the  subject,  than  that  when 
ffeneral  inconvenience  begins,  perpetuity  must  stop — a  rule, 
one  would  think,  requiring  no  very  great  legal  discemment 
And  practi.      either  to  approve  of  or  establish.    The  consequence  was, 
MidoonlliBtfaig?  ^^^^  ^hsLt  was  deemed  a  perpetuity,  or  a  tendency  to  a 
perpetuity,  at  one  time,  escaped  even  the  suspicion  of  being 
such,  at  another :  that  is,  the  limits  of  perpetuity  were  as 
*  vague  and  uncertiun,  as  was  the  principle  hud  down  for  the 
guidance  of  the  judges  in  firing  those  Umits. 
Remoteneis  of      But,  to  proceed  in  the  inquiry  concerning  the  progressive 
^J?^JJ^       establishment  of  the  legal  boundaries  of  remoteness  of  Exc- 
^«9«^*  Cutory  limitations,  andt-^first,  as  to  limitations  by  way  of 

Executory  devise  and  bequest    The  case  which  has  geoeinlly 

been  thou^t  to  have  first  given  any  thing  like  direction  or 

'     '       shape  to  the  laws  of  perpetuity,  in  relation  to  Executory  de- 

Case  oT  Pttu     viscs,  is,  that  of  Pells  v.  Broum  ;  (a)  which,  it  will  be  remem- 

Y«  Brown* 

(d)  GtOk  Jm.  690;  1  Eq.  Abr.  18S^  c;4. 
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beredy  (i)  was  the  case  of  a  devisa  to  a  younger  son  and  his 
heirs  forever ;  and  if  he  died  without  issue,  living  his  elder 
brother,  then  to  him  and  his  heirs.  The  limitation  to  the 
elder  brother  was  adjuc^ed  to  be  a  good  Executory  devise ; 
and  the  case,  therefore,  went  so  &r  as  to  establish  the  lega- 
lity of  an  Executory  dfvise  to.  take  effect  within  or  at  the 
expiration  of  a  life  in  being.    But  still  we  cannot  discover,  OfaMnratioiit 

upon  iVff«  ▼. 

firom  the  aiguments  of  the  judges  who  differed  from  Dodde-  Brown, 
ridge,  J;  on  the  point  of  the  destructibilitj  of  the  Executory 
Ihnitadon,  to  what  extent  they  were  influenced. in  their 
decision^  fay  the  feet  of  the  period,  within  which  the  limitar 
lion  was  to  take  effect,  being  no  more  than  one  life  im  eue. 
Indeed,  fiom  the  report^  it  is  not  dear,  that  the  question 
was  even  submitted  to  them,  although  it  is  reasonable  to 
suppose,  they  most  have  considered  it,  as  the  dissentient 
JQ(^  aaragned  the  danger  of  a  perpetui^  as  the  express 
ground  of  his  opinion  in  &vor  of  the  destroctibility  of 
Executory  devises.  The  case  of  Pelis  v.  Brown  occurred  in 
the  year  1621 ;  and  it  is  of  this  case  that  Lord  Kenyan  once 
aid,  *'it  was  the  foundation,  and,  as  it  were,  the  magna 
ehtiria  of  this  branch  of  our  law." 

To  the  last-mentioned  case  succeeded  that  of  Snow  v*  Cue  of  Snow 
Cutler,  {e)  (between  1660-70)  where  there  was  a  devise  to 
the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  testator's  wife,  if  they  iiould 
aiiam  tie  age  of  fourteen.  The  case  is  by  no  means  satis- 
UtUmj  as  an  authority  on  the  question  under  consideration, 
not  only  because  the  Court  was  divided  in  opinion,  but  also 
because  the  point  of  discussion  appears  to  have  been  the 
vaGdity  of  a  double  contingency ;  viz.,  the  birth  of  a  chUd» 
and  the  attainment  by  that  child  of  the  age  of  fourteen 
yean;  rather  than,  the  validity  of  an  Executoiy  devise  to 
take  eSect  within  a  period  of  fourteen  yeais  superadded  to 
a  Mfe  an  being.     However,  there  was  a  clear  recognition  by  Thoe  cuet 


O)  ndemprm,  p.  81.  1  Keb.  75%  800,  151 ;  2  K«b.  11, 

(O  1  Ut.  135;  T.  JUym.  ISS-,      146,296;  1  Sid.  153. 
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allowed  the 
period  of  one 
life  in  being 
tofatiire 
limitations. 

Several  liyes 
followed  from 
the  allowance 
of  one  life. 


Case  of  Goring 
T.  Biektrttafft 
establishing 
that  oonclnsion 
•sto  tennsof 
yean. 


the  judges  in  this  case,  that  PeU^  v.  Brown  had  settled  the 
validity  of  an  Executory  devise  to  take  effect  within  one  life 
in  being. 

From  the  allowance  of  one  life  in  being,  the  trandtion 
was  easy,  to  two  or  more  contemporary  lives ;  because  the 
period  of  any  number  of  such  lives,  is,  in  fact,  nothing  more 
than  the  life  of  the  person  who  may  happen  to  be  the  sur- 
vivor.    This  oonsiderati(Xi> — that  the  lives  are  all  wearing 
away  at  the  same  time,  or,  as  it  has  been  quaintly  expressed, 
that  *^  all  the  candles  are  burning  at  once," — accounts  for 
the  &ot  of  there  not  being  any  case  to  be  found,  in  which 
the  circumstance  of  the  period  of  postponement  including 
more  than  one  life,  has  been  nidged  'as  an  objection  against 
its  validity.    Directly  executory  limitations  were  allowed 
to  take  efiect  within  the  compass  of  a  life  in  being,  it  seems 
to  have  been  tacitly  admitted,  that  two  or  more  lives  did 
not  constitute  too  remote  a  period  for  the  vesting  of  future 
estates. 

Although  no  case  is  to  be  found  in  which  the  validity  of 
an  Executory  devise  of  inheritance,  after  the  determination 
of  two  or  more  lives,  was  actually  decided,  the  l^ality  of 
a  limitation-over  of  the  trust  of  a  term^  after  two  coexisting 
UveSi  was  expressly  affirmed  by  Jx>rd  Chancellor  Clarendon^ 
in  the  case  of  Goring  v.  Biekentaff,  (d)  which  occurred  in 
or  about  the  14  Charles  2,  (1664).     In  that  case,   it  was 
resolved,  *^  that  the  limitation  of  a  term  to  several  persons 
in  remainder,  one  after  another,  if  they  be  all  in  being  and 
alive  together,  is  good,  and  doth  in  no  sort  tend  to  the 
perpetuity  of  a  chatteL"     The  principle  of  the  decision 
was,  obviously,  applicable  to  an  Executory  deviae  of  in- 
heritance, although  the  subject  of  the  devise,  in  the  parti- 
cular case  under  consideration,  was  a  chattel,  {e)    Moreover, 
in  the  case,  next  in  order  of  consideration,  we  do  not  find 
that  any  objection  was  taken  to  the  validity  of  the  £xe- 


(d)  Pdllexf.  31 :  1  Cha.   C«.  4 ; 
2  Freem.  163.   v. 


(«}  2  Hajg.  Jnrid.  Arg.  46L 
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cotoiy  devise,  on  tlie  ground  that  it  oould  not  take  effect 
until  after  the  determinadon  of  two  lives  in  being.  (/) 

The  caae,  aUuded  to,  is  that  of  Taylor  d.  Smith  ▼.  Bidr  Caw  of  Tajfh^ 
M  [g)  (adjudged  in  1679)  which,  in  effect,  established  the 
validity  of  an  Executory  devise,  to  take  eflbct  within  the 
period  cf  a  life  in  being  and  twentff'one  years.    It  was  as 
fellowa: — A  man  having  only  one  sister  and  heir,  who  had 
isoe  A.,  and  afterwaitls  married  R,  by  whom  she  had 
inoe  C.  and  D.,  devised  lands  unto  his  sister,  until  C 
ihould  attain  twen^-one,  and  after  C.  should  have  attained 
that  age,  to  C*  and  his  heirs,  and  if  C.  should  die  before 
twenty-one,  then  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  B.|  and  their 
hein,  as  they  should  (Mam  their  respective  ages  of  twenty^ 
eme;  C  died  before  twenty-one,  Eving  B.,  and  afterwards 
Bw  died :  D.  took  the  estate  by  way  of  Executory  devise. 
Here,  we  perceive,  that  the  heir  of  the  body  of  B.,  could  Seemed  to 
not  take  until  after  the  death  of  B.,  (as,  nemo  est  hieres  ^^l^oi  Hvet 
rioailM^)  and  nnce  that  heir  of  the  body  of  B.,  who  should  >»  ^>^*  ^^ 
attain  twen^-one,  might  not  have  been  bom  in  his  father's  7««n- 
lifiHime,  and  the  estate  was  not  to  vest  in  him  till  he 
attained  twenty-one,  the  property  might,  possibly,  not  have  , 

vested  under  the  limitations,  till  twenty-one  years  aflier  the 
period  of  a  life  in  being,  (il) 

Tliia  caae^  however,  was  by  no  means  considered,  by  the  But  not  so 
lawyers  of  the  dme,  as  having  clearly  prolonged  the  period 
of  perpetui^  to  a  life  or  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one 
yean.  For,  in  one  case,  (t)  which  occurred  in  9  Wm«  3, 
it  was  contended,  that  the  contingency,  on  which  an 
Executory  devise  should  take  effect,  could  not  be  extended 
beyond  a  life  in  being,  and  two  judges  uttered  different 
both  fidling  short  of  the  decision  in  Taylor  v.  BiddaX : 


(/)  Tlw  same  obeenration  applies  (y)  2  Mod.  289 ;   Freem.  243  ;    I 

tetkeoHe  of  XAyrf  v.  Canm^  aUted      Eq  Abr.  188,  c  1 1. 


p.  131»  and  decided  in  1696;  (A)  F.  C.  R.  432. 

bat  vlddi,  as  relating  to  a  limitation  (t)  Loddmgtom  ▼.  JEime,  1-  Raym. 

by  viy  of  Shifting  Uae»  is  not  xaa^  203. 
ptimlarly  noticed  in  this  place. 
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in  another,  (i)  12  Win.  3,  the  judges  considered  lives  in 
being  as  the  ne  plus  ultra  of « remoteness  of  Executory 
devise ;  and  in  a  third,  (/)  (1722),  great  doubt  was  exfHnesBed 
whether  the  addition  of  twenty-one  years  to  lives  in  being 
should  be  allowed* 
Ddie  of  Abr-        j^\^  Q^^t  case  which  occurred,  although  only  (^ing  to 

the  extent  of  a  life  in  being,  was  far  more  satisfiictoiy  as  a 
decision  on  the  period  of  perpetuity,  than  any  which  had 
previously  occurred,  and  may,  perhaps,  be  r^arded  as  the 
first,  in  which  any  intelligible  or  definite  nodon  existed 
as  to  the  nature  of  a  perpetuity,  or  in  which  the  question 
of  remoteness  of  contingency  of  Executory  devise,  was  at 
all  satisfactorily  discussed  The  case,  in  question,  was  the 
fiunous  one,  known  by  the  name  of  the  duke  of  Norfolk's 
case,  (m)  and  which,  fix>m  its  important  bearing  upon  the 
subject  before  us,  has  been  sometimes  called  the  case  of 
perpetuUiss*  It  was,  in  substance,  thb : — Henry  Frederick, 
'  earl  of  Arundel,  had  issue,  Thomas,  his  eldest  son,  Heniy, 
Charles,  Edward,  Francis,  and  Bernard,  and  a  daughter, 
Catherine.  Thomas,  the  eldest  son,  was  non  compos  mentis. 
By  indenture,  dated  the  4th  day  of  Mareh,  1647,  and 
made  between  the  earl,  of  the  one  part,  and  the  duke  of 
Bichmcmd,  and  others,  of  the  other  part,  the  baronies  of 
6.  and  B.  were  conveyed  to  the  use  of  the  earl  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  trustees  for  two-hundred  yeai%  with 
remainder  to  Henxy,  the  second  son,  and  the  heiia  male 
of  his  body,  with  remainder  to  Charles,  in  tail  male,  with 
remainder  to  Edward,  in  tail  male,  with  remainder,  in  like 
manner,  to  the  other  sons,  with  reminder  to  the  right 
heiis  of  the  earL  By  another  deed,  the  trusts  of  the  tenO 
of  two-hundred  years  were  declared  to  be,  to  attend  the 

(A)  SeaUtrpood  v.  Ed^e,  12  Mod.  829  ;  2  Fraem.  72,«id80;  Ptollezf. 

277«  223.     And  im  al«>  Maufmhrnrfh  ▼. 

(/)  Gore  Y.  Gore,  2  W.  Kd.  204;  Aek,!  Yeni.  234.  MaddKcw. 

2  P.  Wms.  28 ;  2  Strm.  948.  Ci.  T.  T.  228. 

(»)  3  Out.  Ca.  1 ;  2  Cbiu  Rep. 
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idieritance:    the  profits  to  be  received  by   Heniy,  the 
tecond  bdd,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  and,  in  defanit 
of  siidi  issue,  by  snch  other  persons  as,  according  to  the 
limitatiaDs  of  the  Uses,  wouM  have  been  entitled  to  thetn, 
in  case  no  such  term  had  been  created,  so  long  as  Thomas, 
the  eldest  son,  or  any  issue  male  of  his  body,  should  live: 
but  in  case  Thomas  should  die,  without  issue  male,  in  the 
lifedme  of  Henry,  the  defendant  in  the  cause,  or  if  after 
lis  death,  the  dignity  of  earl  of  Arundel  should  descend 
upon  Hemy,  then  Henry,  or  his  issue,  should  have  no 
fhrther  benc^fit  of  the  term  of  two-hundred  years,  but  die 
benefit  of  it  should  accrue  to  the  plaintiff,  Charles,  and  the 
heiis  male  of  his  body,  with  like  limitation-over  to  the  rest 
in  snocession.     Thomas,  the  eldest  son,  died,  without  issue 
male ;  and  the  earldom  of  Arundel  and  dukedom  of  Nor* 
folk  deaoended  upon  Henry.    The  duke,  having  become 
tenant  in  tail,  subject  to  the  term  of  two-hundred  yean, 
his  brother  Charles  claimed  the  trost  of  the  term.     A 
question  arose,  whether  the  trust  <^  the  term,  under  which 
Chttks  claimed,  was  too  remote,  after  the  trust  for  Henry 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body.     Lord  Nottingham  called 
in  to  his  assistance,  the  Chief  Justices,  Pembertan  and 
Narthf  and  the  Chief  Baron,  Montagu.    The  three  Chiefs 
ananimocisly  considered  the  trust  for  Charles,  in  the  event 
of  the  death  of  Thomas,  without  issue  male,  in  the  lifetime 
of  Henry,  void :  but  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  a  distinguished 
■ad  doquent  argument,  decided  it  to  be  good :  which  de» 
ctee  was  afierwaitb  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords.    The 
gnmnd  of  the  decision  was,  that  the  trust  for  Charles  was 
to  take  effect  during  Henry's  life,  and  did  not,  therefore. 


lend  to  a  perpetuity.     Mr.  Hargrave  observes,  (»)  in  re-  ^*'**V*'3P? 
feience  to  this  case,  that  it  was  thought  to  be  withui  the  oTyor/btt*! 
principle  of  the  decree,  that  so  long  as  the  settlement  of 
any  species  of  property  by  Executory  devise,  or  by  Trusts 


cue. 


(«)  2  Jurid.  Arg.  50. 
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of  the  same  nature,  did  not  exceed  the  ordinary  dme  for 
barring  a  regular  entail  by  estates  for  life,  with  remainder 
in  tail  to  an  unborn  child;  which  was,  when  such  child 
should  attidn  twenty-one ;  it  would  be  comddered  as  allow- 
able. That  gentleman  also  observes,  that  this  led  to  a 
general  practice  of  settling  terms  for  years,  and  of  proyiding 
portions  for  children,  under  the  trusts  of  such  terms,  to 
the  extent  of  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years  after: 
and  that  such  practice  was  made  a  chief  ground  of  extend- 
ing Executory  devises  of  inheritance,  in  like  manner ;  an 
extension  which  was  affected  by  the  case  next  to  be  notic^ 
The  case  of  The  case  referred  to,  was  that  of  Stephem  v.  Slephefu,  (o) 

su^^y  in  the  year  1736;  the  facts  of  which  were: — A  testator 
devised  lands  to  his  grandson  W.  and  his  heirs,  and  jS  he 
should  die  under  age,  then  to  his  grandson,  T.,  and  if  T. 
should  die  under  age,  then  to  such  9<m  of  the  bodg.  of 
his  daughter  M.  S.,  by  his  son-in-law,  T.  &,  as  should 
happen  to  attain  his  age  oftwenty-one  years,  with  remainder- 
over.  The  testator  died»  leaving  his  grandsons,  W.  and  T., 
who  both  died  under  age :  afterwards,  T«  S.  had  another 
son  by  M.  SL,  named  A.  A.  claimed  the  lands  under  the 
limitations  in  the  will  T.  S.  also  claimed^  as  residuary 
devisee ;  and  M.  S.,  as  heir-at-law  of  the  testator.  The 
judges,  after  observing  that  the  principal  point  was,  whether 
the  devise-over,  upon  T.'s  dying  under  twenty><me  years,  to 
such  other  sons  of  M.  S.  as  should  attain  twen^-one  years, 
was  good  by  way  of  Executory  devise,  said,  that  they  were 
unable  to  find  any  other  case,  wherein  the  Executory 
devise  of  a  freehold  had  been  held  good,  where  the  veating 
of  the  estate  was  suspended  until  a  son,  unborn,  should 
attain  twenty-one,  except  the  before  mentioned  case  of 
Taylor  v.  BiddaL      Therefore,  they  said,  that  however 

(o)C«.   T.    T.    228.      Forrest  GulUter  y.  Wkkei,  I  Wih.  \QS  i  Bui. 

228.     Andseealso  GoodiUiev.  ^ood,  hekw.  Aoii«,2  Ves.  sr.,  521  ;   Good- 

Wflle*,  211;    7  T.   R.  103,  note;  manY,  Goodrigki,  2  Bmr.  873. 
S^jfiM  ▼.  Lord  Orrtij,  3  Atk.  282 ; 
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IL  9,  C  lO,  naVing  proViaea  Thii  extended 

rey  bom  after  their  father^s  o^esuS^,  by 
of  limitations  of  estates,  be  ifef  g^e* 


anwiDiiig  they'  might  be  to  extend  Executory   deviseSi 
beyond  the  rales  generally  laid  down  by  their  predeoessora, 
yet,  npon  the  authority  of  that  judgment^  and  its  c6n£irmity 
to  several  late  detenninations  in  cases  of  terms  for  years* 
and  oonaidering  that  the  power  of  afienation  would  not  be 
nstiained  longer  than  the  Common  hiw  would  restrain  it, 
TOLy  donng  the  infincy  of  the  first  taker,  which  could  not 
be  reaacmably  said  to  extend  to  a  perpetuity,  they  were  of 
opinioa,  that  the  limitation  in  question  was  good  by  way  of 
Executory  devise.    Knee  this  adjudication,  it  has  always  The  decision 
been  aBowed,  that  Executory  devises  of  inheritance,  to  take  ^%^S^  ^' 
efliBCt  within  the  period  of  a  life  or  lives  in  beings  and  ••*^**^  *^ 
twenty-one  years  after,  are  valid :  but  still,  it  was  by  no  mbeing and 
means  clear,  fit>m  the  decision,  that  that  period  was  to  be  yem,^'^'^ 
considered  the  uUimum  quod  sit  of  remoteness. 

The  statute  of  10  &  11  CruL  3,  c  16,  having  provided  Thli  extended 
that  chiMren  en  eenPre  ta  mire^ 
death,  shocdd,  for  all  purposes 

deemed  to  have  been  bom  in  his  lifetime,  the  rule  as  to  the  16. 
period  of  remoteness  laid  down  in  Stephens  v.  StepHensy 
obtwned  a  further  extension,  by  mere  operation  of  law,  of 
some  nine  or  ten  months,  aa  the  period  cS  gestation.  For 
example,  let  us  suppose,  that  in  the  same  case  of  Stephens  v. 
Siephensy  T.  S.  had  died,  leaving  his  wife  enceintey  and  the 
chiM,  A»,  had  not  been  bora  for  some  months  after  the 
decease  of  T.  S. ;  in  that  case,  the  Executory  devise  under 
which  A.  eventually  became  entitled,  would  not  have  taken 
eftct  until  the  lapse  of  twenty-one  years  and  a  few  months, 
beyond  lives  in  being,  and  yet  such  Executory  devise  would, 
unquestionably,  have  been  good.  The  case  of  Stephens  v. 
SiephenMj  must,  therefore,  be  considered  as  having  estab- 
lidied  the  validity  of  Executory  devises  to  take  effect  within 
the  period  of  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one  years 
and  nine  or  ten  months  afterwards. 

llie  next  step  in  the  prepress  of  the  rule,  fixing  the  time  Case  of  Long 
for  which  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  real  estate  may  which  allowed 

L  2 
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A  double  period  be  suspended,  was  the  allowance  of  a  period  of  gestadoaat 
ihe  eammeneement  of  the  contingeney,  as  well  as  at  aa 
intennediate  part  of  it.     This  extension  of  the  rule  was 
efteted  by  the  Court  of  B.  R.,  in  llie  CBoeolLong  v.Bhel^ 
uUi  (p)  during  the  time  of  Lord  Ken^an^s  presidency  in  th%t 
Court     A  testator  bequeathed  a  lease  for  years  to  trustees, 
in  trust  for  his  son,  T.  R,  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  intrudt 
for  such  issue  male  of  him,  or  descendants  of  his  issue  male, 
as  at  the  time  of  his  death  should  be  his  heir,  and  if  at  the 
time  of  T%  B.'s  death,  there  should  be  no  such  issue  male, 
or  descendants  of  issue  male  of  him,  living,  theo^  in  trust 
for  the  testator's  son,  S.  S.  R,  for  life,  and  afte*  his  decease, 
in  trust  for  such  issue  male  of  him,  or  descendants  of  his 
issue  male,  as  at  his  death  should  be  his  heir,  and  if  :4U; 
the  time  of  his  death,  there  should  be  np  such  issue  male, 
or  descendants  of  issue  male  of  him,  living,  then^  ia  trust 
for  th^  child,  with  which  the  testator^  wife  waa  tlieti 
e$iceinie^  if  the  child  should  be  a  son,  during  his  life^  and 
after  his  decease,  in  tru^t  for  such  issue  mabi,  or  deocendants 
of  his  issue  male^  as  at  the.  time  of  his  death  should  be  his 
heir,  and  if  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  such  c^ild,  there, 
should  be  no  such  issue  male^  or  descendants  of  such  iasne 
male  of  him,  living,  or  if  such  child  in  the  womb  diould  not 
be  a  son,  then,  in  trust  for  such  persons  as  should  then 
be  the  testator's  legal  representatives.     The  child  in  the 
womb  was  bom  after  the  testator's  decease,  and  was  a  son. 
The  two  sons  living  at  the  date  of  the  will,  and  also  the 
posthumous  one,  died  without  leaving  issue.     One  of  the 
questions  which  arose,  was,  whether  the  Umitation-over  to 
the  testator's  legal  representatives,  was  good.    On  a  case 
fitmi  Chancery,  the  Court  of  B.  B.  sent  their  certificate  in 
favor  of  the  ultimate  limitation,  as  a  good  Executoiy  devise. 
The  case  itself,  it  will  be  perceived,  was  not  one,  in  which 
a  double  period  of  gestation  was  actually  allowed :  but  as 
the  life  of  a  posthumous  child  was  one  of  those,  on  which 

(p)  7  T.  R.  100. 
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the  idtiiiiate  limitatioD,  whose  validity  was  in  qnesUon,  de- 
pendedytfae  point  for  dedsion  wbs^  the  propriety  id  beginning 
die  period  of  contingency  on  which  the  Executory  devise 
was  to  take  effect,  with  the  life  of  a  person  in  the  wcmuK 
Thb  case  has  been,  since,  generally  deemed  {q)  an  authority 
far  the  allowance  of  two  periods  of  gestation  to  Executory 
defise^  beades  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years:  id- 
tbongh  attempts  have  been  made  (r)  to  show,  that  it  was  no- 
thing  more  than  a  dedmon  affirming  the  allowance  of  a  legal 
tBoe  for  the  birth  of  one  posthumous  child ;  and  that  the 
judges  did  not  contemplate  the  particular  drcumstanoe  of 
the  time  of  the  birth  of  the  posthumous  child  being  taken  at 
the  commencement  of  the  period  of  contingency ;  because, 
in  the  case  under  their  consideration,  it  was  of  little  moment, 
the  aUowanoe  of  another  period  of  gestation  not  being 


Our  attention  has,  thus  fiff,  been  confined  to  decisions  on  Remotenew 
cases  of  Executory  devise  and  bequest;  but  before  proceed*  ^am/si^tSf 
ing  fiirther  with  the  inquiry,  it  will  be  proper  to  take  a  ^^' 
short  review  of  a  few  cases  of  limitations,   by   way  of 
Sffinging  and  SMfiinff  tJee. 

As  in  the  case  of  EkeeiHory  devisea^  so  here,  we  shall  be  OrigiiMlly, 
able  to  discoirer  no  definite  rule  abided  by,  in  the  earlier  remoteness  as 
dedsioM  upon  the  ^eet     We  meet  with  the  same  dread  ui^^iy''^ 
of  **  perpetuity :'  but  what  constituted  a  pei^tuity,  and  i^eSned  with 
what,  or,  indeed,  whether  any,  principle  guided  the  consi-  ing  Executory 
deration  of  the  question,  it  is  difficult  to  ascertain.     HoUf    ^^"^* 
C.  J.,  Hod  it  down,  («)  that  if  one  bargain  and  sell  to  the 
use  of  another,  five  years  hence,  this  was  a  good  Future  or 
Springing  Use*     And  it  is  also  said,  by  the  same  authority, 
that  a  feofiinent  to  the  use  of  the  right  heirs  of  J.  S«,  after 
(he  death  of  J.  SL,  if  he  die  without  issue  within  twenty 
yean,  was  a  good  commencement  of  a  Future  Use.    Indeed, 

(2>6Ctii.  Dv*"*^*  (0  In  DaffU$  v.  Spud,  12  Mod. 

(r)  %  Hargr.  Juiid.  Arg.   105,  ee      39;  2  Salk.  675;  Holt  731. 


1 50  HI8TOBT  OF  THE  RULS  [CHAP.  XL 

Lord  Chief  Justice  Hale  had  before  {t)  treated  it  as  dear, 
that  the  limitation  of  a  Use,  afber  two  years^  or  after  the 
death  of  John  at  Stiles,  to  the  use  of  J.  N*,  was  good. 
Lord  Bacon,  also,  considered  (u)  a  baigain  and  sale  to  J.  &, 
to  take  efiect  after  the  bargainor's  death,  without  issue,  as  a 
valid  expectant  Use ;  but,  at  the  present  day,  such  a  limita- 
tion w(mld  clearly  be  bad,  as  tending  to  a  perpetuity*    So, 
again,  it  was  said,  (v)  if  a  man  covenant  to  stand  seised  to 
the  nseof  his  mother  in  fee,  if  he  himself  die  without  issue, 
the  use  should  arise ;  for  the  contingency  happens,  if  at  all, 
upon  the  covenantor's  d^ath.    .In  addition  to  these,  there 
.  al«  many  other  dicia  to  be  fiound*  in  the  earlier  text-books, 
SO' vague  and  ansatisfaotoxy,.a8  to  make  it  impoamUe  to 
extract  fiY»n  them,  any  thing  like  a  definite  idea,  as  to 
whether  any  and  what  restriction  was  imposed  on  die  crea- 
tion of  ftiture  Uses.    Probably,  however,  it  is  not, risking 
too  much  to  say,  that  there  i4>pearB  to  have  been  little 
doubt  entertained,  that  the  limitation  of  a  Future  Use  to 
arise  within  the  period  of  a  life  in  being,  was  allowable* 
Battock'9  case.       The  fiist  authority  deserving  notice  is  BostooVs  caB^^(w) 
which  was  as  fiJlows : — W.  B.,  &ther  of  £.  B.,  grandfiuh^ 
of  R.,  being^seised  in  fee  of  a  messuage  and  null,  and  other 
hereditament  in  B.,  and  M.,  and  also  of  another  measuage 
wkha  curtilage  in  B.,  levied  a  fine  of  the  said  hereditacnents, 
as  to  the  estAte  in  B*  and  JiL,  (except  a  doae  called  G.  C.^) 
to  tfae  use  of  W.  B.  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  to  the  iise 
of  £.  B.  and  the  hein  male  of  his  body,  on  the  body  of  M*, 
hia  wife,  together  with  other  remainders-over  in  tail,  with  re- 
mainder to  the  right  heirs  of  £•;  and  as  to  the  other  messuage 
and  certain. lands  thereto  belonging,  and  the  said  close  called 
6*  C,  before  excepted,  to  the  use  of  £•  B.,  for  life,  reoaaioder 
to  the  use  of  the  heirs  male  of  the  said  £.  B.,  on  the  body 
of  the  said  M.,  together  with  other  remainders  in  tail^  re- 
mainder-over in  fee  to  the  right  heins  of  £•  B. ;  and  if  the 

(0  Pollexf.  65, 66.  '  (r)  PoUexf.  630, 

(«)  Read.  Um»,  63.  (w)  Ley,  56. 
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said  E.  B.  dioutd  fi>rtune  to  die  (liviiig  the  said  M.,)  that 
tiKn  the  ndd  fine  should  be  of  the  said  last  mentiiMiiBd 
mesBoage  and  the  lands  thereonto  belongings  and  therewith 
oooipied,  and  of  the  sud  dose  called  G.  C.»  to  the  use  of 
die  said  M.,  tor  the  term  of  her  life,  and  after  her  decease^ 
to  the  uses  akxeaaid,  E.  B.  died,  living  M»  and  W.  B.  the 
gnnd&ther ;  and  it  was  resolved^  that  the  estate  iL  was 
entitled  to,  was  an  estate  for  life  in  the  last-^mentioned  mes- 
suage. This,  we  may  obseire,  was  a  dear  adjudication  of 
the  validity  of  a  Shifting  Use,  to  take  effect  within  theoom«* 
pass  of  a  life  in  being. 

The  next  case  to  be  noticed,  is  that  of  Moe  v.  TranmeTf  {x)  cue  of  Roe 
where  T.  K.,  being  seised  in  fee  of  the  lands  in  question,  ^'  ^^'*"*"*^* 
executed  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  them  to  his 
brother.  By  the  release,  T.  K.,  in  oonsideFBtion  of  natural 
lore,  snd  of  lOOi,  granted,  released,  and  confirmed  to  his 
brother,  after  the  death  of  the  said  T.  EL,  all  that  close,  &&, 
to  hold  the  same  to  his  said  brother,  and  the  heira  of  his 
body.  It  was  admitted  that  the  conveyance  was  void  as  a 
release,  being  a  grant  of  a  fireehold  to  commence  infuturo  : 
but  the  Court  held,  that  it  shoidd  operate  as  a  oovenant  to 
stand  seised  to  uses ;  and  that  the  estate  should  vest  in  the 
brother  as  a  Springing  Use.  This  decision  may  be  regarded 
as  establishing  the  validity  of  a  Springing  Use,  limited  to 
operate'on  the  expiratiofi  of  a  life  in  being. 

The  next  case  bearing  upon  the  question  of  the  remote-  Cueof  lioyrf 
of  the  contingency  upon  which  a  Springing,  or '^*^''' 


Use  may  be  limited,  is  thatof  Xfoyd  v.  Carew.  (y)  M.  and 
P»  T.,  being  seised  in  fee  as  coheirs,  in  connderation  of 
4000&  paid  to  M.  by  R.  C,  and  of  a  marriage  which  soon 
aft^watds  took  pkoe,  between  P.  and  B.  C,  conveyed  all 
their  estates  to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  B«  C. 
fcr  life,  remainder  to  P.  for  life,  for  her  jointure,  remainder 
to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  remainder  to 
the  first  and  other  sons  of  B.  C.  and  P.,  in  tail  male,  sue* 

(x)  2  Wils.  76. 

(^)  Show.  Pari  Ca.  137.    Pre.  Cba.  72. 
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Cessivcly,  rcmaiiKkr  to  the  daoghten  in  tail^  with  ibe  uki- 
mate  remainder  lo  the  said  B.  (X,  and  his  heim.  for  e¥er>; 
subject  ta  a  proviso,  that  if  it  should  happen,  that  no  issue  eC 
the  sud  R.  C.  by  the  said  P.  should  be  living  at.&e 
decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  the  smd 
P»  should  within  twelve  months  after  the  decease  of  the 
survivor  of  the  said  R.  G.  and  P.,  dying  .without  issue  as 
afivesaid,  pay  to  the  heirs  or  assigns  of  the  said .  &•  'C. 
4OOOA9  that  then  the  remainder  in  feensimple  so  limited  to 
diesaid  R»  C.  and  his  heirs  should  cease,  and  that  then  and. 
fiom  thencefcMTtb,  the  premises  should  remain  to  the  use  of 
the  right  heirs  of  the  said  P.  for  ever.  Here,  it  will  be  ob^ 
served,  the  contingency  extended  to  two  lives  in  bein^  and- 
one  year  bey <md  A  biU-^in  Ghaooeiy  vfm  filed  by  the 
wife's  coheksyUgsinst  the  husband'i;  heir,  to  have  thefaencA 

' of  the  limitation,  on  payment  of  the  40001    The  Cowrtr 

'',  \  ,  asMstod  by  two  judges,  dismissed  the  bUl;  aodyaaitahoukl 

seem,  because  the  contingency  vi^as  too:  remote.  {«)>  But  the 

plaintiff  appealed  to  Dom*  Proc«    Before  tibat  tribunal,  tbo 

great:  point  was^  whether  one  year  beyond^livesin  beiiigi 

was  not  an  excess  of  the  time  for  an  Executory  devise  of 

the  fee,  or  for  a  contingent  limitation  or  Springing  Use  of 

the  same  nature ;  it  being  contended  for  the  respondeat^'  that 

the  lives  of  persons  in  ene  constituted  the  ne  pku  uUra  of 

Executory  devise  and  l^ringing  Use.    The  case  ended  in  a 

reversal  of  the  decree,  and,  consequently,  became  an  authority 

ffx  one  year  beyond  lives  in  being,  as  not  too  remote  aeon* 

tingency  on  which  to  limit  a  Springing  or  Siting  Use. 

Obn^atioBs         It  is  difficult  to  say,  upon,  what  principle  the  excess  of  one 

natore  uid        y«A>^  boyond  lives  in  being  was  allowed  in  the  last-mentioncni 

S^i'il!  Ai.  «*»5  or  what  further  period  of  remoteness  is  to  be  conai- 

<:>M*  dered  as  having  been  legalized  by  the  allowance  of  an  arU* 

traiy  term  of  one  year,  unconnected  with  the  situation  or 

circumstances  of  the  party  to  whom  the  ulterior  Shifting 

Use  was  limited.     Certain  it  is,  that  there  is  no  rcasoki  for 

the  allowance  of  one  year  beyond  lives  in  being>  which  is 

(2)  2  Harg.  Jurid.  Arg»  36. 
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TioC  equally  applicable  to  any  other  aibitraxy  number  of 
yean^  added  to  a  life  or  lives ;  unless  it  be  that  of  conve* 
aienoe*     And  it  is  to  this  latter  only,  that  we  must  lock  for 
the  meaning  and  extent  of  the  decision  in  Lloyd  t.  Carew  .* 
for  die  judges,  in  die  case  of  CadeU  ▼•  Palmer^  hereafter  * 
cited,  (a)  although  their  opmions  were  in  favor  of  a  gross 
teim  of  twenty-one  years  beyond  lives  in  being,  took  espe*- 
cialcareto  remaric,  that  although  the  case  of  Z/oyc?  y.  Covwd 
esuUidied  that  the  period  of  a  life  or  lives  in  being  was  not 
the  mUimahim  of  perpetuity,  yet  it  does  not  authorize  the 
ioferenoe,  that  a  term  of  twenty-one  years  or  other  arbitrary 
tenn,  for  which  nospecial  or  reasonable  purpose  is  assigned; 
wiraU  also  be  allowed 
'  From  theeztrerae  paud^  of  cases  in  which  the  question  finMj  of 
df  remoCenesBL  in  reference  to  the  creation  of  Sprinimur  and  •uthoritiM 

^     T5— o  upon  reniote. 

StMing  Uses,  has  obtained  any  discussion^  we  shall  find  it  mss  of  limHa. 
impossible  to  take  a  progressive  view  of  the  doctrine  of  per*  or  Use?^  ^*^ 
petuity,  as  exclusively  applicable  to  limitations  by  way  of 
Use,  similar  to  what  has  been  done  on  the  subject  of  Execu* 
toiy  devisesL    The  writer  has  been  unable  to  disooverany 
deciaioiia  relating  to  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses,  cones* 
ponding  to  the  befote-mentioned  cases  of  Taylor  v.  Bidddk 
Stephens  v.  Slephem^  and  Long  v.  BlackaUy  by  which  the 
law  of  perpetuity,  as  applicable  to  Executory  devises,  was  so 
saaterially  assisted*    Nor  does  this  hiatus  in  our  historical  i^j,  defictcney 
deduction,  occasion  a  deficiency  of  any  great  importance,  ^^^'^.'^ . 
exeept,  pefhaps,  as  regards  the  completeness  of  a  continuous  portance ; 
diain  of  decisions,  and  progressive  development  of  prinoi*  Exocutory 
pies.  gradaaOy  approximating  to  the  rule  and  doctrine  of  ^^i^':'^ 
law  ultimately  established.     For  every  practical  purpose^  futuro  Us^i. 
as  has  been  before  remarked,  there  is  a  reciprocal  applica* 
bSity  of  all  rules  laid  down  on  questions  of  remoteness  of 
ooutii^ncy,  between   Springing  and  Shifting  Uses  and 
Executory  devises ;  and  whatever  the  state  of  the  law  on 

(«>  r^dc  imfm^  p.  Id9.     And  see      of  Pow.  Dcv.,  vol  2,  pp.  3U7,  398. 
roMiks  of  Mr.  JbmMW,  in  his  edition 
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the  sabject  at  any  given  period,  no  dodbt  appean  to  have 
been  ever  entertained,  that  what  was  too  remote  a  contb^ 
geiicy  for  an  Executory  devise,  was  liable  to  the  same 
objection  in  itegard  to  limitations  by  way  of  Use,  et  i  con- 
vsrso*  (6)    In  addition  to  this,it  is  to  be  observed  thatLovd 
RoMlyn^  in  the  case  of  Blandford  v.  ThaekereUf  (c)  (which 
oocsiured  in  the  year  1793,)  remarked,  that  there  might  be 
any  number  of  Springing  Utfes  within  twenty-one  years,  after 
lives  in  being,  which  was  the  predse  period  of  remoteness 
established  in  regard  to  Executory  devises,  by  the  case  of 
SUphem  v.  Stephenf,  in  the  year  1736. 
The  qnestion,        ThiB  far,  therefore,  we  have  seen,  diat  Sprin^ng  and 
term  of  twenty.  Shifting  Uses  and  Executory  devises  may  be  limited  to  take 
abwiiate'or^    effect  on  evonts  <M-  contingencies  to  happen  within  the  space 
conditional  on    of  ^  life  OT  any  number  of  lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one 

infancy.  .  .iVT  . 

years  after ;  together  with  two  periods  of  gestation,  one  aC 
the  oommeiicementi  and  the  other  at  an  intermediate  part, 
of  the  period  of  postponement  Doubt  and  uncertainty, 
hdwever,  were  not  yet  put  an  end  to:  die  exact  limits  of 
tfaerule  had  yet  to  be  clearly  ascertained*  A  questiim  arose, 
on  the  construction  of  the  rule,  as  just  stated,  of  thie  follow- 
ing nature : — On  the  one  hand,  it  was  contended,  that  the 
term  of  twen^-one  years  superadded  to  lives  in  being, 
widiin  which  a  Springing  or  Shifting  Use  or  Executory 
devise  in%ht  be  limited  to  arise,  was  intended  to  be  a  gro$9 
tenBf  irrespeetive  of  the  state  or  circumstances  eith^  of  the 
peiBon  whose  estate  was  to  be  divested,  or  of  the  person 
eadtled  under  the  ulterior  limitation.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  was  said,  that  these  additional  years  must  coincide  with 
the  non-age  either  of  the  person  whose  estate  was  to  be 
divested,  or  of  the  person  in  whom  the  estate,  under  the 
Shifting  Use  or  Executory  devise,  is  to  vest.  In  order  to 
oomprehend  this  question,  it  must  be  observed,  that  the 

(6)  See  Ckirwardine v,  CartDordintf       edit,  94,  note,  and  111,  note. 
F.  C.  R.  388 ;     1  Eden,  34.     And  (c)  2  Ves.  jr.  241,^42. 

see  PoweW%  note  fo  F.  Ex.  Dcy.  4th 
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penod  of  Ims.  io  being  and  twenly-one  years  was  a  litnita- 
tioii  of  timei  not  arbUrarUy  selected  by  our  Courts  of  joslioet 
but  adopted  in  anak^  to  the  case  of  the  ordinary  limita* 
tiooa  in  a  settlement,  under  which  fie^olds  of  inheritance 
oould  not  be  so  limited  by  «ay  of  leoMinder,  as  to  postpone 
a  oGoiplete  bar  of  the  entailf  by  fine  or  recovery,  for  a  longer 
^laoe*  (d)  For  instancy  in  the  case  of  a  settlement  in&vor 
of  the  husband  for  life,  with  remainder,  to.  the  wife  for  life^ 
vith  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contiBgent  lemainden^ 
with  vemainder  to  the  eldest  son  in  tail,  remainders-over; 
the  husband  may  die  leaving  his.wife  encemtSf  and  a  son  be 
aftarwecds  bom:  in  such  a  case,  as  the  law  restrains  the 
exodae  of  any  act  of  ownership  over  the  inheritance  till  the 
infimt  son  attains  twenty-one,  the  power  of  alienation  be^ 
earnest  in  that  event,  suspended  for  two  lives  and  twenty- 
one  yeaia;  and  aa  the  law  imposes  such  suspension  of  the 
power  of  alienation  on  the  in&nt,  so  it  will  permit  a  similar 
sQspenae  hy  the  owner  for  a  like  period.  This  was  not 
denied,  to  be  the  reason  of  the  period  fixed  by  the  rule 
under  eonsidesi^n,  for  the  vesting  of  Future  Uses  and 
Eaeeulmry  devises^  by  the  supporters  of  either  of  the  views 
in  queation,  but  the  controversy  wa^  as  to  the  extent  of  its 
application. 

The  fiucst  case  which  called  for  the  consideration  of  thia  Cue  of  Beard 
qaesdouy  was  that  of  Beard  v.  IVegtcoit,  («)  the  focts  of  ^'    ^'^^^' 


whidb,  as  fiur  as  they  are  material  to  our  present  purpose, 
weie  aa  follow : — ^A  testator,  being  seised  of  three  different 
estates,  g^ave  one  estate. unto  bis  grandson  J*  J.  B.,  and  his 
lasignH,  so  that  he  and  they  might  receive  the  rents  thereof 
dstii^  the  term  of  ninety-nine  years^  if  he  should  so  long 
iive^  and  immediately  after  bis  decease,  then  he  gave  the 
same  to  the  first  son  of  the  body  (then  unborn)  of  J.  J.  B., 
lawfully  to  be  begotten,  and  his  assigns,  he  and  they  to 
receive  and  take  the  yearly  rents  thereof  for  the  like  term  of 

* 

id)  Harg.  wto  to  Co.l4lt.  20  a,      Ex.  Der.  4tli  ei(it.  113,  note. 
&.    And  loe  BmeffB  note  to  F.  («)  5  Tumt.  393. 
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nib^y-Blne  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  and,  so  on,  ia 
tnl-nmle  to  the  issue  of  such  first  son  lawfully  issuing,  fcr 
ever,  and  for  want  and  in  de&ult  of  such  issue  of  such  firat 
son,  then  to  the  sec(»d,  &c.,  sons,  of  the  grandson,  in  like 
manner ;  <<  and  in  case  there  shall  be  no  such  issue  male  of 
the  same  J.  J.  B.,  nor  issue  of  such  issue  male,  at  the  time 
tof  his  death,  or  in  case  there  shall  be  such  issue  male  at  diat 
time,  and  they  shall  all  die  before  they  shall  respecdvely 
attain  their  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  without 
leaving  lawful  issue  male ;"  then,  there  were  similar  Kmita* 
tioQS  to  the  testator^s  grandson  J.  B.,  and  his  sons,  and  their 
issue  male,  with  remainders-over.  The  testator  then  gave 
another  estate  to  J.  B.,  and  his  sons,  and  their  issue  male,  in 
lite  manner,  as  he  had  before  given  the  first  estate  to  J.  J.  B., 
and  his  sons^  and  their  issue  male,  with  remainders-over. 
The  remaining  estate  the  testator  devised  to  his  grand- 
daughters, E.  B.  and  M.  B.,  and  their  sons,  and  their  issue 
nuAe,  in  the  same  manner,  with  remainders-oven  The 
}<idges  determined,  that  the  limitation  to  J.  J.  B»  and  his 
fiiM  son,  were  valid,  but  that  the  remainder  to  the  iasoe  male 
<](f  J.  J.  B.*s  firrt  son,  were  bad,  as  being  too  remote,  and  that 
the  limitations  to  the  second  and  every  other  son,  and  their 
issue  male,  were  also  bad,  as  being  limited  to  take  efiect 
geneniHy  after  the  determinadon  of  estates  bad  in  their 
^ereatfon:  They,  further,  decided,  however,  that  die  gift- 
iover,  **  in  the  event  of  there  being  no  son  of  the  said  J.  J* 
B.,  nor  issue  mde  of  sudi  son,  living  at  his  death,  or  diere 
bdng  such  issue  male  at  that  time,  in  the  event  of  all  of  them 
dying  before  they  attained  twenty-one,  without  leaving 
lawftil  issue,"  was  good,  on  the  ground,  (it  should  seem)  that 
it  must  take  effect,  if  at  all,  within  the  period  of  a  life  in 
being,  and  twenty-one  years  after;  although  the  twenty-one 
years  were  not  measured  by  the  minority  of  the  devisee 
intended  to  take  under  the  limitation,  but  by  the  minoritj 
of  a  prior  devisee,  t/ie  devise  to  whom  was  inoperaiive,  as 
tending  to  a  perpetuity.     In  this  case,  we  may  observe,  that 
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iuid  die  limttation  to  the  issoe  male  of  the  son»of  the  graadr 
ton,  J«  J.  Bn  be«a  ^alid,  the  addidooal  period  of  tweotf»<ne 
year»  wodd  have  been  coincideDt  with  the  infiNOcy  of  the 
pttBon  whose  estate  was  to  be  divested,  and  the  decinon 
would  not  have  amounted  to  an  authority  for  a  gross  teim 
of  twenty-one  yean  beyond  lives  in  being*  As  it  was, 
however,  the  devise  to  the  party,  whose  estate  was  intended 
to  be  divested  by  the  olterior  limitation,  was  inopeialive^  as 
lending  to  a  perpetinty,  and,  therefore,  the  addiciottal.yeaBB 
(whidi  had  reference  to  his  minority)  constituted,  in  reaKty, 
a  gross  term,  unconnected  with  the  devisee,  in  whom .  the 
estate  was  to  vest  under  the  Executory  devise,  and  neoea* 
fisriiy  (because  of  the  variance  betweoi  the  \egBl  opemtian 
of  the  limitations  and  the  feestatoi's  intention)  independent 
of  the  infimcy  of  the  prior  devisee.  Bat,  <m  aoeount  of  the 
mlmtded  coincidenoe  of  the  additional  years  with  the 
ninoa^  of  the  devisee,  whose  estate  was  to  be  divested,  the 
dcdnon  (albeit,  made  after  juU  discussion)  was  not  deenaed 
eaoAmve  on  the  question  undtf  cooai46nitioi]^  as  it  would 
have  been,  had  the  miff  sisejfcteated  agroes  term  oftwen^^ 
one  years.  Before  the  hspae  of  many  years,  consaqoentfy, 
anoifaer  opportunity  was  iS»ond  for  a  more  complete  and 
satisfiirtnry  adjudicaticm  upon  the  point  at  inue. 

This  was  sAiided  by  the  case  of  ^^nt^otf^iA  v»  JSdrJd^,  (/)  CMeof 
which  vras  decided  by  the  late  Sir  John  Leach,  V«  C*,  so  rm^,  ^' 
leoentiy  as  the  year  1827.  The  question  arose  on  the  wiU 
of  Mr.  Henry  Bengough,  of  Bristol,  who  devised  to  certain 
tniiiees,  all  his  real  estates,  in  trust  to  accumulate  the  rents 
tar  twenty-one  yean^  and  with  the  accumnlations  to  pur- 
chsse  other  real  estate,  which  was  to  be  held  upon  the 
truats  declared  by  his  wilL  Subject  to  the  trusts  fer  ao* 
oamolation,  the  trustees  were  to  stand  possessed  of  all  the 
devised  estates  for  the  term  of  one-hundred-and-twenty 
yenn^  to  commence  from  the  testator's  death,  if  twenty- 

(/)  I  Sin.  178—271. 
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eight  penons  named  in  the  will^  or  any  or  either  of  them, 
should  so  long  live>  and  also  for  the  further  term  cf  twenty 
years,  to  be  computed  from  the  expiration  or  other  sooner 
determination  of  the  term  of  ooe-hundred-and-twenty 
years;  and  the  estate  created  for  that  period  was  then 
made  the  subject  of  a  series  of  limitations^  which,  taken 
by  themselves,  and  as  limited  out  of  the  fee,  wonld  have 
been  invalid^  (e.  g.,  a  limitation  to  the  son  of  an  mibom  son, 
for  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  riioold  so  long  live).  After  the 
determination  of  the  term  of  one^undred-^and-tweaty 
years,  (by  the  death  of  the  surriving  eesiui  que  vie,)  and 
the  additional  term  of  twenty  years,  the  estates  were 
limited  to  Uses  in  strict  settlement,  in  such  manner,  how- 
ever, that  the  first  taker  conld  not  be  ascertained  until  that 
period  arrived.  The  whole  of  this,  as  it  has  been  apdy 
observed,  (g)  was  efiected  by  a  will,  which,  in  its  difierent 
clauses  and  provisions^  may  be  considered  as  an  ingeniom 
and  compHcated  piece  of  legal  machinery.  Here,  it  is 
obvious,  the  validity  of  a  gross  term  of  twenty-one  years, 
superadded  to  lives  in  being,  came  directly  in  question; 
and,  assuredly,  it  could  not  be  fiir  want  of  thorough  and 
able  discussion,  if  a  coirect  dedsion  were  not  arrived  at;  fcr 
the  arguments,  in  &vor  of  and  against  the  legality  of  the  tes- 
tator's disporitions,  (conducted,  as  they  were,  by  lawyers  of 
no  mean  repute,)  are  conspicuous,  at  once,  for  the  pro* 
foundest  learnings  and  the  most  extensive  research,  of  which 
die  subject  was  capable.  The  case  ended  in  a  decree,  in 
eonfermity  with  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  C.  B.,  in 
Beard  v.  WetieoU;  the  Vioe-Chancellor  observii^  that 
althonglhthe  rule  of  law  on  the  subject  of  remotttness  of 
oontingeocy  be  firamed  by  analogy  to  the  case  of  a  strict 
settlement,  where  the  twenty-one  years  was  alloVred  in 
respect  of  the  infiuicy  of  the  tenuit  in  tail,  yet,  be  (the 
judge)  considered  it  to  be  fully  settled,  that  limitations,  by 

is)  3  Re.  Pr.  Com.  Rep.  33. 
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way  of  deroe,  or  Springing  Use,  might  be  made  to  depend 
upon  aa  absolote  tenn  of  twenty-one  years,  after  Uvea  in 
being.  The  reader  will  obaerve,  that  thia  was,  periiapa, 
as  extreme  a  case  as  could  well  occur,  and  one,  in  which 
the  extraordinaiy  nature  of  the  limitations  might  have 
affarded  something  of  a  pretext  for  a  disallowance  of  their 
legdiily.  Here,  were  UmitationB  of  the  inheritance  «u8t- 
peoded  during  the  Ihres  of  twenty-eight  persons,  (including, 
perhaps^  all  the  kindred,  for  whom  the  testator  might  be 
soiqpoaed  to  entertain  a  regard,)  and  the  survivor  of  them, 
and  a  gross  term  of  twenty  years :  and  out  of  the  estate 
created  for  that  period,  were  carved  limitations,  which, 
considered  of  themselves,  and  limited  out  of  the  fee,  would 
have  been  bad ;  yet,  when  taken  as  covering  a  portion  only 
of  the  main  period  assigned  for  the  suspension  of  the  estate, 
in  which  there  was  no  perpetuity,  must  be  good ;  inasmuch 
as,  if  there  was  no  perpetui^  in  the  whole,  there,  could  4)e 
none  in  the  part  (A) 

Great  as  was  now  the  authority  in  fovor  of  a  gross  term  Same  case, 
of  twenty-one  years,  in  addition  to  lives  in  b^n^^  as  con-  cadea  v. 
tradistinguished  from  a  term  of  twenty-one  years,  coincident  ^^^p^ 
(Kily  with  thein&ncy  of  the  devisee,  the  question  was  yet 
to  receive  more  solemn  consideration,  by  means  of  an 
appeal  from  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Bengaugh  v.  Edridge 
to  the  highest  Court  of  judicature  in  the  realm.  The  case, 
sal  nomine^  Cadell  v.  Palmer i{i)  was  brought  before  the 
House  of  Lords,  in  the  year  1833,  Lord  Brougham  being 
ChanoellcHr,  and  the  whole  of  the  judges  being  summoned. 
The  axguments  at  the  bar  amounted,  of  course,  to  little 
eke  than  a  repetition  of  what  had  been  uiged  in  the  Court 
belopr.  The  questions  propounded  by  the  House  for  the 
consideration  of  the  judges,  which  were  three  in  numbei^ 
were  the  following : — First,  **  Whether  a  limitation  by  way  of 
Executory  devise,  is  void,  as  too  remote,  or  otherwise,  if  it 

(A)  3  Re.  Pr.  Conu  Rep.  3d.  (t)  7  Bligh.  N.  S.  202 
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Settled,  that 
the  term  of 
twenty>Qfie 
yewrt  maybe 
abiolate. 


But  additioiial 
months  coin- 
cident only 
with  gestation. 


U  not  to.  t^ke  ^fiect  uoUl  a;fler  the  determinaUoB  of  one  c»r 
ipore  life  or  lives  in  being,  and  upon  the  expimtioii  of 
twenty-one  years  afterwards,  as  a  term  in  gran,  and  without 
reference  to  ihe  infancy  of  any  person  who  is  to  take  under 
such  limitation^    or.  of  any    other   peraoo."    Secondly, 
.  ^^^  Whether  a  limitation  by  way  of  Ezecutpry  demise,  is  vind, 
,  as.too  remote,  or  otherwise,  if  it  is  not  to  take  effect  until 
after  the  determination  of  a  life  or  lives  in  beii^  md.upon 
the  expiration  of  a  term  of  twenty*one  years  aftervaids, 
,  together  with  the  number,  of  months  equal  to  the  oidiisiary 
,period  of  gestation ;  but  the  whole  of  such  years  and  moplhs 
jta  be  taken  as  a  term  in  gross^  and  without  refeienoe  to  the 
in&poy  of  any  persons  whatever,  bom^  or  eu  vmUrm  sa 
mhre.^    Tl^e  third  question  was  merely  a  variation  of  the 
pecond,  by  substituting  for  the  words,  '<  number  <^  months 
.  equal  to  th^  ordinary  period  of  gestation,"  the  words,  **  the 
niimber  of  months. equal  to  the  longest  period  of  gestation." 
In  answer  to  the  first  of  these  queries,  Baj/ley,  R,  (after 
entering  into  a  very  elaborate  examination  of  the  decided 
cases  and  dicta  bearing  upon  the  subject,)  delive^  the 
unanimous  opinion  of  the  judges,  to  the  eflfect,  that  limita- 
.  tions  by  way  of  Executory  devise,  were  not  void»  if  limited 
to  take  effect  within  the  period  of  a  life  or  lives  in  being, 
and  twenty-one  years,  without  reference  to  the  i^ancg  of 
any  pefeon  whatever*    To  the  second  and  third  questions^ 
the  judges  replied,  that  they  considered  lives  in  being  and 
twenty-one  years  as  the  limit  of  the  rule,  and  that  the 
period  of  gestation  was  to  be  allowed  in  those  eases  qnlg  in 
which  gestation  exists*     In  conformity  with  the  opiniqns 
of  the  judges,  the  case  ended  in  an  a^rmanc^  of  tl|^  .de^r^ 
of  th^  Court  below;  and,  tt)U8»  wsa  fifially  settled,,  ii^  the 
affirmative,  the  question,  whether  the  superadded  term  of 
years  might  be  absolute,  or,  in  other  words,  be  used  irrespec- 
tively of  the.  in&ncy  of  persons  taking  underthe  limitations. 
It  will  be  observed,  that  the  two  latter  questions  had  no 
peculiar  connection  with  the  case  then  under  consideration. 
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but  were  submitted  by  the  House  to  the  judges,  as  has 
been  properly  seud^  (j)  **  with  a  laudable  anxiety  to  close 
the  door  to  all  future  discussion"  upon  the  subject. 
But  the  dedsion  in  the  case  of  Cadell  v.  Palmer,  it  must  The  lives 

fonnioff  pert 

be  noticed,  did  not  merely  establish  the  legality  of  Executory  of  the  period 
limitations  to  take  effect  on  the  determination  of  lives  in  ^.r^'Sb^ 
beings  and  the  expiration  of  a  gross  term  of  twenty-one  P^^T^  "^^ 
years  afterwards ;  for  it  also  tacitly  sanctioned  the  use  of  interested. 
liveSy  oikertpue  entirety  unconnected  with  the  Umitations, 
for  the  purpose  of  prolonging  the  period  of  postponement 
The  twenty-eight  lives  named  in  Mr.  BengougVs  will,  were 
not  the  lives  of  persons  who  were,  each  individually,  to  take 
interests  in  the  devised  property,  and  for  the  sake  of  whom, 
the  vesting  of  the  future  estates  in  strict  settlement,  was 
postponed:   they   were   lives   arbitrarily  selected,  to  fur- 
ni^  a  portion  of  the  period  during  which  the  possession 
and  enjoyment  of  the  inheritance   might  be  suspended. 
This  arbitrary  adoption  of  lives,  unconnected  in  point  of 
interest  with  the  limitations  of  the  will,  was  ui^ed  as  one 
of  the  objections  against  the  validity  of  the  testator's  dis- 
positions, by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant ;  and  its  propriety, 
therefore,  (although  no  reference  was  made  to  the  point, 
bi  the  few  observations  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  on  moving 
the  a£Bnnance  of  the  decree,  nor  any  question  submitted 
to  the  judges  in  reference   to  it,)  must  be  taken  to  be 
settled,  (k) 

Thus  liave  we  traced  the  gradual  progress  of  the  rule  General 
of  law,    on   the   subject   of  remoteness   of  future    Exe-  roW^ofUito 
CQtOTy  limitations,  finom  the  reign  of  James  1,  in  which  c^«P*«'- 
the  case  of  Pelh  v.  Brown  occurred,  down  to  the  year  1833, 
when  the  case  of  Cadell  v.  Palmer  was  decided.     We  have 
seen  the  limits  of  the  rule  now  extended,  and  now  con- 

ifl  I  Jtrm.  WDls.  222.  tho  V.  C.  in  the  some  case,  when  be. 

(i)  The   real   property  Coramis.  fore  him,  as  Btnffough  t.  Edridgt. 

men  leem  to  consider  this  as  one  of  See  their  third  Report,  pp.  37, 38, 39. 
Ae  eoBseqoenceB  of  the  decision  by 


162 


HISTORY  OF   THE  RULE  AGAINST   PERPETUITIES.    [cHAP.  XI. 

tracted,  according  to  the  judges^  notioDS  of — convenience^ 
(Lord  Nottingham's  unerring  pole-star  for  the  guidance  of 
the  judicial  mind  I) ;  at  one  time,  they  have  received  ex- 
tension by  mere  operation  of  law ;  at  another,  they  have 
oscillated  uncertainly,  between  conflicting  constructions  of 
the  very  terms  in  which  they  have  been  defined :  until,  at 
length,  and  by  imperceptible  degrees,  two  centuries  of 
doubt  and  ai^umentation  have  enabled  judicial  msdom, 
^unaided  by  legislative  interposition,}  to  frame  and  com- 
plete that  important  article  in  our  jurispnidential  code, 
known  by  the  name  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  (I) 


(I)  Throughout  the  body  of  this 
work,  the  Anle,  rather  then,  die  Rule$f 
against  Perpetuities,  is  spoken  of,  as 
well,  for  greater  cotiTeniency  of  re- 
fertnce,  as,  heeause  mention  u  made 
of  Ihepmhibiiory  lawt  vote  frequently 


in  its  character  of  a  proyision  /ising  a 
de/tmt$  period  of  tine,  th«i  as  a  sy»- 
tem  senring  an  important  end  of  public 
policy.  In  this  enlarged  sense,  the 
law  was  considered  in  the  introdue- 
ieryrtmnrhi. 


Id3      .        ••  :..[ 
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CHAPTER  XIL 


DEFINITION   OF   A   PERPETUITY. 


A  fitting  opportuniiy  seems  to  offer^  for  supplying  a  Perpetuitj, 
formal  definition  of  that  species  of  remoteness  of  limitation,  definition, 
to  which  the  law  affixes  the  denomination  of  a  perpetuity: 
At  the  same  time,  however,  it  must  be  admitted,  that  while 
legal  lexicography  supplies  few  words  less  susceptible  of  full 
aod  adequate  definiti<xi,  few  have  been  the  subjects  of  more 
frequent  and  more  varied  attempts  at  description/ 

Sometimes,  a  perpetuity  has  been  declared  (m)  to  be, ''  an  Notice  of  some 
estate  unalienable,  though  all  mankind  join  in  the  convey*  have^b^  ^  *^ 
ance,"  and,  in  supposed  accordance  with  this  view,  every  ^"▼«>o^«t' 
Executoiy  devise  was  said  to  be  *'  a  perpetuity  as  &r  as  it 
goes."    At  another  time,  it  was  said,  (n)  '*  a  perpetuity  is, 
when  if  all  that  have  interest  join,  yet  they  cannot  bar  or 
pass  the  estate."    Of  declamatory  representations  of  perpe- 
tuity, also,  there  has  never  been  much  lack;  e,  g.  (o)  '^a 
perpetuity  is  a  thing,  odious  in  law,  and  destructive  to  the 
commonwealth ;  it  would  stop  the  commerce,  and  prevent 
the  drculadon  of  the  property  of  the  kingdom." 

Modem  writers  have  sometimes  attempted  to  define  a 
perpetuity,  with  reference  rather  to  the  rule  of  law,  as  it 
respects  the  period  of  remoteness,  than  to  any  inherent 
quality  of  the  thing  itself,  (p)  Thus,  (j) — **  we  may  now 
define  a  perpetuity  to  be,  a  limitation,  tending  to  take  the 
subject  out  of  commerce,  for  a  longer  period  than  a  life  or 
lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one  years  beyond,  and,  in  the 

(«)    Id    SffOiergood  ▼.    f^^e,   1  (o)  Vera.  164. 

Sdk.  2*29.  (p)  2  P.  Wms.  6B8. 

(■)  In    Woikhownu  ▼.   Honsicf,  1  {q)  Rind.  Pferp.  48. 
Cfaa.Ca.23. 
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case  of  a  posthumous  child,  a  few  months  more,  allowing 
for  the  term  of  gestation." 

This  mode  of  definition,  however,  is,  obviously,  imperfect, 
and  open  to  objection,  as  it  is  not  applicable  to  any  other 
state  of  the  law  than  the  present,  with  respect  to  the  period 
of  remoteness;  and  does  not,  therefore,  suffice  for  a  de- 
scription of  perpetuity,  during  those  dmes  when  a  period, 
less  than  lives  in  beU^Xand  tw^l[ity-K)iie  years,  was  the  ne 
plus  uUra  of  remoteness. 
Mr.  smdgn*  Thei  best  and  ^mo^t icofnpvebi^^  d^fipitipn,  ^^n^^^be 
^2^1^°  ®'     that  supplied  by  Mr.  Sw4et9,  -  i|»  * Ws  Essay  on  Uses  and 

Trusts^  (r)  who  says, — "  a  perpetuity  may  be  defined  to  be, 
t  '    ..     ar fuiur^  firailation^  rltotTaaiDingithB.jbwiicr'of  the  esttite  itt>m 
..  alieinidg;  thefee-fiimple  of  the  pcoperty;  diaobiiqged  of .  such 
future'  Use  or  estate,  before  the  event  is  detemiined,  or  .Uie 
«    t  V  |iedod  is  arrived,  when  mich  future  Use.  or  estate  is  to  ajtiae^ 
If  .that  event  or  period  be  within  the  bounds  prescribed  by 
law,  it  is  not  a  perpetuity.'- 
A  definition  of       In  odiev  woids,  a  perpetuity  is^  a  future  limitation,  whetfier 
^^'^'       eneulDiy  or  by  way  of  remainder,. and  of  either  real  or 
peanoaal  property,  itbtch  is  not  Hq  vest  until  after  the  espi^ 
mtioQ  of^- or  will  not  iieceasarily  vest  .within,  the  period  fixed 
abd  ptesek;K)ed  by  law  for  the  erealion  of  future  estalesi  and  * 
intenests ;'  and  which  is  not  destructible  by  the  persons^ 
the  time  betng  entitled  to  the  property  Bub|)eet  to  the  fuiuoe 
limitation,  except  with  the  concurrence  of  the  indsffidaal 
iiAienested  under  thlit  limitadon.  ] 

^Xlie  writer  cauaot  forbear  introdueiog  in  this  plaoe^  liif 
following  happy  obsurvadon  by  the  autl^or  of  the  Tretstiae 
9n  WiUst  which^  though  not  strietfy  ;^nnane  ta  the  subject 
ef'the  definition^  of  peipetuity,  certainly  lays;baia  dw  &t^ 
^foefki.  rndtine  to  its  creatiouw  ^  Te  tenwrnworietUy^m^Ait 
dying^lord's:  apostrophe  to  his  manors  for  vfkich  he  is  £fxgtag 
these  fetters,  thht.-seenH,  by  restrictiBg  tbs  domhrionMirf' 
•ot^ljni^'to'ejctendhis  own.''  ,. 

(r)  P.  196. 
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If  10  generally  said,  that'tbe>imiit  ef  time  pveecrlbed'  -bj  Suppowd 
the  Role  «g»iii8l '  Perpetoilies  foir  the  jfeedhg  of.  ibtum  Pe^l^^uL 
estefies'-and'  inteirestBy  iim  bten^ibed.  bff  aimlapry' tiridid  'i^/^' 

•^       ,       '^•^  Mttlementf  by 

period,  fer  vrhich  the  law  allbws  the  suspenaion  of  tile  fiii}  way  ofparticH- 
enjoymecit  of  propevty,  in  tlie  eaae  of  ordiiMr jr  settleo^nti  rei^nden!" 
by  way  of  particular-estates  and  rentoifiden.  •  ?  x  i.  >..  ^ 
To' eome  extent,  die  obaerrance  of  this  lutialogy  nbay  der« 
lamly  be'lMwed^  In  <the  kter  dedftions  tipon  Aez-eatreme 
boimdarf  of-  vetnotenea^  of  Exeeutoiy  Kmitatiotisji  iflthimBh 
the  unoevtaiiity  attending  the  rales  of  law  on  this  pointy 
priarto  die  decision  in  S^^phens  v.  iS^^»ur,  (I7M)  ferbids 
our  soppoaii:^  that  the  <4der  judges  had  any  defi&ite'or 
settled  role^  for  guiding  their  determinations  (m  questions- itf 

IfettnCBO. '  t,.,-j       Kr*i  jrr-    ' 

It  will  be  observedi  that:<tbe  period  Idtunbig.  whidfi  iJK 
pwrap  over  tbei  inheritancti^ior  afaeofaite  inieKi^  jofiprafilerty, 
nftyMsofip^tidedi'intfafl'ease  of  Ae'Ofdlnarjr|HiiiSrti«ri'iA 
B»|0t<setdeiiientv  i^^  llie  ^tHk  of  the  tenant!  for!  lift^  (gen'draUy 
the  Mhe&y  and  ithto  whole  dmntiqn  iqf  tiiemin^y  ofitke 
tdftsnt  up^tati^  who  niay  possibly  not  be  bom  nntil  aft^  tl^e 
deoeate^ofihia  ftAeD  91  in  which  itaae,  it;is  ma^&it^  liwantn^ 
eoeryowifeinstielapaei'^befin'e  tile law^siidtteshiiil^ with  the 
capacity  of  exercising  the  powers  of  alieilalson  belonging  to 
his  estate.     In  regard,  therefore,  to  the  possible  length  of 
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time,  for  which  the  acquisition  of  full  power  over  ibe 
property  may  be  postponed,  there  is,  obviously,  so  far,  an 
analogy,  bett^en  ordinary  settlements,'  and  limitations  by 
way  of  Executoiy  detise,  and  Springing  abd  miftiqg'Use^ 
a^  that  length  of  time  eiteuds  tti  the  extreme  period  of 
i^motetl^  allowed  by  the  rule  of  law.  (s) 


,(f >  ",  In  fiziog .  the  Iraund^ry  ^  •. 
yond  which  executory  limitations 
shoaldf  not  be  p^nnitted  to '  bpertte, 
the  CoJDTtt  ptoeeedtd  byrwaj  of  niuk 
Ipqr  to  ^e  leg*}  effect  of  remainders 
at  Common  law,  in  postponing  the 
eserdse  of  powers  of  ifliciiatiai.  The 
Qsval  ef^  of  «ich  a  settL^ent  w^s, 
to  limit  thp,  lands  to  a  person  during 
His'Hfe,  with  ah  imroed!a|e  remainder 
tohb dlildieB^  er  aosie of  thela,  ki 
taiU  In  all  such  cases,  the  tenant 
for  life  was  in  existence  when  the 
sdttl^ent  begaii  to  ope^te ;  ahd  it 
hiVli>el«i  stated,  that  the  law  did  not 
i^Iow  such  limitations  of  it  as  oc^n- 
ferred  a  life-estate  on  his  children, 
WHh  Yemafinder'in  fadl  to  their  chil;. 
dfe^.;  Thufl^.the  ut^fMst  reiitraiat< 
upon  aliei^tion  which  the  law,  as  it 
stood  after  the  Statute  De  donis,  al- 
lewei  in  a  Mttlement  of  real  pro|Mn jr, 
was,  the  limitation  of  pnt  or  more 
life-estates  to  persons  in  being,  and  a 
limitation  of  one  or  more  estates'- tail 
in  rentoinider  expeotaat  on  the  eicpinu 
tion  of  the  preceding  estate  or  estates 
for  life.  A  power  of  alienation  by 
fyie  or '  reeotety  was  iAse|)arably  in- 
hcttnt  in  ik^  wma  oi  an  catate^taiV. 
bvt  the  exercise  of  it  was  necessarity 
suspended  during  the  minority  of  a 
iMi(Uii  in  tnl  8i2p|waiBg,  tiMref<»r», 
a«;eetate.tob6  limited,  Ja  th^  usual 
manner,  to  the  father,  remainder  to 
his  sons  successively  in  tul,  and  that 
the  lather  >dled^  lebviiig  an  only  son 
just  bom,  or  his  wife  eneeiHte,  the  land 
would  be  inalienable  during  the  life 
of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  after  his 


deceaseii    fjould.  remain  JnaHen^^le 
during  the  term  of  twenty-one  years, 
(Ihe  term  of  ihe  son*s  minority)  wi& 
a  iKW9ible  protraction  of  that  term.  f«r 
a  few  months,  to  allow  for  the  periqd 
of  gestation.     Hiis  was  the  utmost 
period  to  wlueh  the  Restraint  on  rtienw 
ation  pould  be  motived.     In  ^fef^ 
^nce  to  this  ol^vious  case,  and  without 
perplexing  the  general  law  on   the 
auljeet  by  nfi^er  aMeJaptet  nanlogf . 
the  Courts,  by  a  long  series  oC. deter- 
minations, fixed  tne  actual  boundary 
bf  Eitecutory'  liteitatioils  at  an  event  so 
limitfKlf  thatit  must,  from  its  .natnre« 
either  take  e^ect,  or  beconie  incapable 
of  taking  effect,  within  the  period  of 
one'or  mere  ftfe  ot  litto  intekig,  and 
for  the  term  jOf  twenty*one  y^nra,  with 
an  allowance  of  a  few  months,  or  at 
the    inlmediate    exphntion'  of    that 
period.    0[1ini,tiMgeinnlj^ysae>iof 
the  modification  of  propaity^  is,  that 
both  real  and  personal  estate  may  be 
'so  fkr  fifxed  In  sAtfement,-  as'  to  be 
'  confined  in  a  particular  oourae  ^ef  rde- 
volution,  and  rendered  absolutely  in- 
alienable, during  one  life,  or  any  given 
nmnber  6f  Hvet»  ih  being  «t  the  tone 
time,  and  a  further  period  of  tmmiff^ 
one  years  and  a  few  months  ;  bat  that 
at  the  end  of  this  period,  the  property 
agafti  beoaines  open  to    nliteattm, 
with  t^is  differQ9ce»  that  jet  the  end 
of  the  period,  the  real  estate  must 
either  vest  in  some   perton  fibr   an 
ahndttte  ortate  in  iao-umflet,  mUfk 
includes  a  general  power  of  alienation, 
or  must  vest  in  s6me  person  for  an 
estata-tail :  in  sudh  latter  case,  bj  a 
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But  the  analogy  &ils  in  two  very  imppitaDt  pomt^.  FirU,  This  antlogy 


estate  and  renuiBider,  tb^  Uvea  which  %m  a-ppjrtton.af  ^  Perpetuity- 

•jj-  i-i^.i  1.  •  n    \  role  admits  of 

penod,  dimog  whicb  the  complete  eiyoymcqt  of  >  the  pjo;  arbitrary 
peitj  IB  postpoottd,  are  those  of  persppa  taki^it  lAtei^^  v^  ^^^' 
it,  and,  therefore,  eQleip  into  and.suhatantiate  the  HiaflOQ^  or 
grounds  of  that  postponement.     In  regard,  however,  to  the 
period  fixed  by  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  the  connexion 
of  ihelivea  named  .with interests  created  in  the  pcopi^j,  .is 
of  no  fanportanee,  as  they  may  be  those  of  persons;  or  oia^a 
of  persons^  in  no  way  benefited  by  the  prior  gifts.     A&,,lbr 
example  ii  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the  tfu-inabtAfDtha 
Rule  against  Perpetuities,  to  make  the  lives  of  all  thcf  precede 
members  of  the  House  of  Lords,  or,  of  all  her,  M^e^fryV 
pceseot  soidiera^  a  pert  of  the  period  of  auapensioaj;^.  fthci'a^ 
gregate  number  of  lives  being  regarded  as,  in  ftct;  nothing; 
more  than  a  period  equivalent  to  the  duration  ,o£.the  life  of 
8ucb  one  of  the  persons  named,  as^  shall 'sonm^- aH^tiw 
others.  The  case  ofJBengough  v.  Edridge  affbrds  iah  instahce 
of  this  arbitrary  sdeotion  of  a  number  of  li^s,  for  tha  mere- 
purpose  of  increasing  the  period  of  postpenemeirt;;     That 
such  exercises  of  the  power  of  settlement  allowed  by  the 
EogKsh  lam  are  fli^prant  abuses  of  the  spirit ..tif  the  B«le 
against  Perpetuities,  and  were  in  no  way  contemplated  hi 
the  original  fixation  of  its  limits,  is  beyond  all  controversy ; 
bat  that  they  «re  protected  by  the  provisionaof  ;lhe  Ridey  as 
at  present  recognised,  is  equally  certain.  '■"[ 

Seeondljff — ^The  other  point,  in  regard  to .  which„  we  i;e7  2.  B«caas« 
imaked^  a  finlure  of  the  analogy  referred  to^  is  that  of  the  |^ty^oQ« 
nature  and  character  of  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  super-  yj*™  " 
added  to  the  period  of  lives  in  beings .  aUc»we4.by;tJbe  RmIo 
against  Perpetuities.    It  is  almost  needless  to  observe, '  that 
in  the  case  of  common  settlements  by  particular-estate  and 
remainder)  that  term  enters  into  the  period  of  postponer 


.  t 


fifle  or  eOBUnon  recovery,  he  may  ac-       must  fcst  absotutelyw^'    ^uthr't  note 
lutrefhsabsohafefeQ;  botattheciid      to  F.  C.  R.  pp.  666^661^ '   -  - . 
o(  tbe  same  period,  penonal  estate 
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ment,  only  as  coincident  with  the  infancy  of  the  tenant 
in  tail  in  remainder ;  and  even  when  so  coincident,  only  to 
the  extent  of  that  portion  of  the  minority  of  the  tenant  in 
tail,  unexpired  at  the  determination  of  the  preceding  estates. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  allowed 
by  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  is  absolute,  and  wholly 
independent  of  the  infancy  of  any  peissgn  taking  under  the 
Executory  limitation,  or  under  any  of  the  prior  gifts  which 
are  defeated  by  it«-  Indeed,  it  niay  6ohappeQ»>  tbafc^lhe 
person  entitled  under  the  Eze^tttory  limitation,  at  the  ex- 
piration of  the  extreme  period  of  lives  in  being,  and  twenty- 
one  yeavSy  taay  ibcan  infant;  an.  event  "wkicli  wooM,  of 
coune,  occaston  a  inrther  postponement  of  the  acqniailiDii 
of  complete  power  over  the  property,  tmtil  his  nujority :  nor 
is-iheve  anything  to  prevent  a  donor  so  fittning  his  gifts,  as 
that  the  person  taking  at  the  expiration  of  the  period  of 
postponemeat  shall  nece89arilybe  an  in&nt  This,  alfio>  is^ 
manifestly,  an  encrbachment  upon  the  spirit  and  original 
design  of  the  Rnle  against  Perpetuities :  although  the  nse 
of  an  absolute  term  of  twenty -one  yeais  in  periods  of  posth 
p6iiement)  is  tiow  established,  as  (irmly  as"  any  other  farancb 
of  ^e  Rule« 
But  period  of       In  these  two  respects,  therefore,  we  observe,  a  nnteiial 

time  borrowed     ...  ,  ' 

from  potnhle    deviation  feom  the  analogy  whidi  is  siipposed  to  exist,  be- 

^if^o^r^    tween  the  period  fbr  which  the  acquisition  of  full  pow«r 

i^«r*ordin      °^®^  property  may  be  deferred,  under  the  onlinary  modes  of 

KtUemeots*      settlement,  and  the  period  within  which  future  intereslB  in 

property  ave  allowed  tovest  by  the  Rule  against  Perpetiiifties. 

That  the  idea  of  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  yearsibnttng 

thetexttenie  period  of  remoteness  was  originally  b(Nrr6wed 

from, 'and  was  ultimately  made  a  mk^-  by  analogy;  tib-tie 

JKmUe  eonrae  of  things  tmder  comm<Hi  setdenienti,  dieic 

cak  be-  little  doubt  t  butthe^reofoiu  BnA*pri»Dipb9)eS:AB 

analogy  having  been  disrc^rdeii^  and  an^aoeonianqe  id  the 

bare  cutline  of  the  subjects  of  the  supposed  cotnmon  relation, 

only  lemaining,  it  is  idle,  and  nugatory  to  midic  any  serious 

effort  to  sustain  it 


1S9»<  • ' '  /  / 
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AIWtlMfn  01^5  OA  SULEd  AOCRdSOltT   TO,   THE  RULE  AOAlNOT'' 
•       •  •     •    PfiEI^fiTtEWnEflL'  '     <  '-"  ": 

1.  nW  botmiiary  fi»d  by  the  Rule  againat  Eei^Kitiikiea.i.  Rdei^^^^ 
ftrdeciBafticBi^offdblniieeatalieB  byvrarfof  Executorjr  deTiie>g^^|^^ie 
and. Spnogipg; sand  Shifting  Jht,  ia  vamevuilj  the  aame;  ^^t^^^of 
vfaether  Ae  snabject  of  ^eiimitatiou'  be  inheritiDice,  «cnbB  teal  and  per- 
ftr  yettt,  or  chattels  peisooaL    IKstinotioii%  it  is  trne^  Wesei 

fimeily  attempted-  to  be  taken  between  limitalions  of  itbe ' ; 
iniwrifiBnc^  and  of  chattels^  on  the  giound'that  the  e^tilityioii" 
tem  for  yeaars^'  and  the  penahlBble  qoaU^  ^of  cfaBttdb  ipeF^^i . 
stnal^  did  not  admit  of  the  extension  to  themi  of  theperiodt' 
oftemoteneaB  wUch  obtained  in.  i^ard  to  the  freehold  and' 
inheritance.     But  the  whole  courae  of  modem  adjadicatioDs,! 
domnmrd  from  the  doke  of  NorfoWs  ease  (as  re^peets 
cliattds)and  the  case  of  Stephens  v*  Stephetts  {sB  lesptcta^  <   > 

ioherilable  propexij\  has  completely  established^  that  every 
Eaceettlofy  Ktnrtitfion  of.  mal  or  p^wonal  property,  whether' 
by  deed  orwOl^  imist  be  tested  by  one  <iommoD  rule!  of 
remoteness^  eoBfimnity  to  which  is  absolutely  esaential  to 
itSYslicKty.  

2.  Hie  limitB  prescribed  to  the  creation  of -fiitare  esftates^s.  And  bind- 
and  interests  are  the  same,  both  at  law  and  eqiii^  c-  the  Rnle  .^  and  in 
against  IVrpetuities  is  of  equal  fiiree^  anA  its  provisions*  ace  ^^"^^y* 
administeied  with  equal  strictnes^afi  both  jnrisdic(iDti&  -  It 

nn^  be  queMoned,  indeec^  whether  this  mnformitj  of 
practice. flows  from  or  proves  the  rule,  cequUa*  sequitw 
Ugem,  iat  tke  approved  aphorism,  paimam  qui  meruUferatf 
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3.  Rale 
requires  a 
limitation  to  be 
such  as  will 
necessarily 
take  effect 
within  proper 
period. 


4.  Limitations 
good  or  bad 
under  the 
Rule,  irre- 
spectively of 
subsequent 
•rents. 


requires  us  to  admit,  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  had 
by  far  the  greater  share  in  the  determination  and  settlement 
of  the  wholesome  proviMons  of  the  laws  against  remotenesB. 
The  truth,  however,  is^  that  these  salutary  restrictions  have 
grown  up  under  the  fostering  care  of  the  Couits  of  both 
jurisdictions ;  whose  exertions  have  been  sympathetic  and 
accordant,  and  have  resulted  from  an  equally  fiill  persuasion 
of  the  evils  of  immoderate  restrictions  on  the  riglu  and 
power  of  alienation.  •  - 

.3.  It  is  not  sufficient,  in  order  to  test  the  legality  af  a 
limitatio]]^  to  inquire  whether  it  be  capable  of  taking  effect 
within  the  period  prescribed  by  the  Rules  it  must  be  so 
framed  as,  m  necetdkUet  to  take  effect,  if  at  all,  within  that 
period.  Thus,'  if  land  be  limited  to  A.  in  fee,  and  if  he  die 
under  tw^niy*on6,  or  unmarried,  or  without  going  to  Rome, 
thea  to  such  sons  oi  B.  (who  is  living)  as  shall  attain  tw^ity  • 
two.  Here,  it  is  posMle,  that  B«  may  die  before  A.  attains 
twenty-one,  or  while  he  is  unmarried,  or  before  he  has  beeu 
to  Rome ;  in  which  case,  all  B.'s  children  would,  probably^ 
attain  twenty-two  (if  at  all)  within  the  period  required  hy  the 
Rule  against  Perpetuities.  But  it  is  also  passible,  that  A. 
may  die  under  tw^ty-one,  or  unmarried,  or  without-going  to 
Rome,  in  the  lifetime  of  B.,  and  B.  may  have  issue  bom  after 
his  own  death ;  in  which  case,  such  after-born  issue  would 
not  Attain  the  specified  age  until  the  expiration  of  the  period 
fijKcd  by  the  Rule.  That  possibility  ^however  remote)  is  of 
itself  sufficient  to  vitiate  the  whole  of  the  limitation;  it  must 
be  a  mat^r  of  potUive  ceffabUtfi  that,  if  the  liwtation  take 
effect  at  all,  it  shall  do  so  within  the  period  fixed  for  the 
vesting  of  executory  interests. 

4.  A  limitation  which  will  not  necessarily  take  efiect,  if 
at  all,  within  the  period  prescribed  by  the  Rtde  against  Per- 
petuities, and  which  is,  therefore,  according  to  the  rule 
just  menUoned,  bad  in  its  inception,  will  not  be  substantiated 
or  made  valid  by  any  events  happening  subsequently  to  the 


CHAP,  zanr.]  aoaiii0t  PESPwrOTrms.  171 

time  of  the  cneiulon  i^  the  ttiiitadoii;  1%U8,  sphere  (C)  a 
testBlw  devised  hk*  real  ettate  to  trostees»'  ivi  trust  for  his 
son  ibr  life^  and  after  Us  son's  deaiki  in  trust  to  sell,  and 
slrad  peoBcascd  of  the  proeeedsi  m  traaC  for  all  his  gtund-^ 
chfldren, tlie eUidien  ofhbsontfid  thiee  daug^f%  (whom. 
he  named)  viha  should  attton  the  age  of  tweatylbor  yeam^ 
aid  the  so&  afid  daughters  had  children  litring  at  the  testa- 
\aft  death,  but  none  hctm  after wdrdst — it  tras  held^  that  the 
trostfer  the  grand-children  was  wholly  void  ibr  remoteness, 
h  this  instance,  we  see  a  peiihct  exemplification  of  the  nile, 
that  legatd  is  to  be  had  to  possiMe,  and  not  actual,  eveM^ 
and  that  tte  fiKst,  that  the  gift  might  hate  inehjded  objects 
too  remote,  is  fiital  to  its  ralidity,  irrespectively  of  the  erent 
Ti\it  fostible  event  was,  that  children  might  have  been  bom 
to  flome  or  one  of  the  testatot's  S6ns  and  danghtfiM,  after  his 
decease,  wiio  should  not  attain  twenty-four  years  of  age^, 
ontil  after  the  expiration  of'  twenty-one  years  fiom  the  de- 
cease of  their  parent,  in  ^hfeh  case,'  the  Vesting  of  their 
Bhares  would  have  been  postponed  beyond  the  period  of 
lives  in  being,  and  twetity^ne  years.  Th!^  actual  event 
was,  that  all  the  grand-children,  objects  of  the  gift,  were 
bom  in  the  testator^s  lifetime ;  notwithstanding  which,  how- 
ever, they  were  alt  excluded  from  the  benefitt  intended 
thcm.(ir) 

5.  The  time  from  which  the  period  fixed  by  the  Rule  5.  Period  of 
agMDst  FlerpeUiities  is  to  be  computed,  being  the  crecdioii  computed 
of  the  Hmitations  reqmring  its  application,  that  computation  ^^\^^!^^ 
most  be  made  at  the  ddte  of  the  deed,  when  the  limitations  or  death  of 

--,  11,.'-  testator. 

are  created -by  mstroment  inter  tfivog^  and  at  the  OBeth  of 
the  tettatoTf  when  they  are  created  by  wOt     And  this  leads 

(<)  N9mmam  Y,.N€mmnmt  10  Siin.  by   tbe   Uule  agiunst    Perpetaitieit^ 

&1.    And  tee  1  Jarm.  Wills,  233.  and  where,  therefore,  events  must  be 

(«)  This  rate  h  subject  to  an  ex-  looked  at;  in  order  to  decide  th6*  de84 

ctpdott  m  to  Esacatory  Umitatlons  to  tiaatioil  of  the  iiro|iert]%  in  rospeot  to 

take  eSect  on  mikcr  of  two  coMiin-  one  or  other  of  the  ^llemate  limita- 

fneieM,  one  of  which  is  within,  and  tions.     Fide  infrtu 
the  other,  nithoul,  tlMtimits  proscribed 


US  tQ>obseni^  lio  pessiag,/ tbe fCXttaDnlitiflry  indODBiBtniicy 
b^tweM  tbe  rule,  wrhieh  fixes  the^dmth'.afithe  iteMftoras 
tlie4uiie<at  wUkdi  tfac.{ieriod49f  teriioieDeBSiis  to  be  compatedy 
in  the  case  of  wills,  and  the  rule,  last  considered,  which^in 
dcoidwigen  the  ralidity  of  fwtt«fni>mwyy  jaspoMMtB,  iiitegard 

subsequmdy  to  the  Aat»ioS  fhe  wQI^  ahUugfa  ^^  deadi^  of 
the  IfiBttator  is  the  period  foFiasoertaiiung  the 'obJ6cli>af>^his 
•  bounty.'     l  -'   .;•■  *       •*  /    -^    ;•  '*'••••  *»  -  ';'»  ^^  ;     .'  '  .'•*  i* 

6.  Twenty-one    .;6/.Iti8> to  be  dbfietTed^  Aat  iirhenewr'titeaiin'' being  db 

yean  absolute  /•    i        .  *.  • 

the  only  aTaiU  Bo4.>mQi  {Mtfi  of  ^he  Aime  df  buqieiisijon'  or;  'pqsl(mieiBent^' 
li v^  m'wnff  the  only  period  alloonible  vnder  Ihe '  ikden^gaisat  "PerpMif* 
not  included  ^j^  ]^  lnirentgr*one  yean  absolute,  {v)  •  Hie  nob  renr&ig  to 
omt'  durtributed  portioa  of  the  whck  period  caadot  .and  does 
Dotivanram  the  iiKtease  of  another  portion^  o£a  hiodov 
spectBs  totally  difittraoti  *  ]Mk>reovei!^theftnliyaBcltiDOerlai& 
duration;  of  hnnan  life  is  suob,  that  k  doet  not  admittofteali^ 
mate  or  .periodicaL  oompUtation  in  aay  gben  xsm^;  .m^ 
th^refbre^  oo fixed  tenn.o«a pnopeiiir be  snhstitutedifivtarift^ 
ufccaseswheretbat  life  nigbt  have  been  nchided  1%  saA  pm* 
duoed'a  oon)SeqoeBtiaLitiGieaae.of,  tbei  period  oftremoleBsfli- 

7.  limited  or  7w  If  a.UmHation  bciigood  nidiia  the  Riok  a^HDi*  Pem 
^be^reated  potukies,  it  16  of  uo  imponapoe  ifhetherjt  cdnfcr.ihdfea  or 
SfoiirSod,  •Iwolufce  pBoperty,  or  any  lets  or  partial  interest,  m&rSA^oi 
M  veiV|^  ^e  Otherwise.  iut).>  Whatever  the  cuitore  w  -qaaDthmi  4f  testate 
interest.  may  be,  the  wh<^  jjeriod  allowed  by  the .Rnlemaiy  bfiitakes 

IbAvaiitage  of  fcMP  the  purpoeaof  gilding  it leffBCt.  Afty^ihiisiflS 
limitatian  ofjdle  whok  estetAespectentjiq^Qa^ 
able  intereety  miiat  he  nonfomiUe'to/thet  ]^vJaiona^/9f  >tfa0 
Bille,>  and  ita  vaUdity  will  be  tdsted^byif  them  ^dkme^  i  Xh^ 
Busm  circumstaiice  of  itB  poiM{ipiiementioag|i|kof  Ai^nalifi^ 
estate,  whidiita  be  VaUd^  must  not  transgress  tbetegalixnili* 
daries  of  lemotenees,  iieithei^  neeessitotes  Jior  admiifsi  of  .i& 

V 

(o)  Vide  Crookt  v.  De  Vandes^  9      270.     1  Jarm.  Wills,  230. 
Yes.   197.     Pohner  ▼.    Holfird,    4  (w)  1  Jann.  Wills,  239. 

Russ.  400.    Burt.  Elftm.CMnp.  269, 
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vrMob  of  the  lamrS' of  pQrpe«iiity,:m'i88peet  adtB'Wtiing  r 
akfaoogfa  that  cmsuiiMtflBce  may  have  the  eflSsct  of  delajii^ 
tbe  tfane  ef  the  nltnate  ttmitaden  takkig  dibet  in  ^Mirai^ 

110ft. 

B^  The  fcwueoeas  against  whieb  the  Rule  fiir  pvevMtioii  8.  Rnleiifrtinst 
of  Perj^toities  iffduaietedyia ffemoteiuns: ki thie^oomaieilte^  dMo^^^ct 
HKnt^or  fiflst  taking  efifaoty  of  Kinitatioiia,  and  not  in  the  remot^Min 
ttffieroff  dctaminatioit.of  tbenu     An  estate  that  is  te  arise  imutatioiis. 
within  the  prescribed  period,  may  be  so  limited  as  to.d»« 
teisnieon  the  h^ppeniiig*  of  any  etenty' however  remote^'as,  ' 

£)r  fimapie^  the  indefinite/  faihire  of  ifiBue  c£  a  pcvson? 
wacl^'#e  sholLpreseAtly  ase,  is.  too  xenote  a  contingEnoy^ 
Cv  theeananencentot  of  timitations.  Bat  an  estate' cam 
ooly  be-made  to  detenaine  upon*  an  event  dius  leiaofee^ 
^leo^  byits  origimiU  form'  and'Undiationy  it  wiH  regahdbf- 
omt  by  the  bappeniag  ef  the  contingency,  as  the  term  of 
tlie  dttmtion  of  the  estate;  for,  as^ill  hereafter  be  seen, 
a  fM0#r  reserved  to  apeisoQ  to  determine  the  limitation  on 
ratoh  remote  evetit^  would  be  void.  An  inAasice  of  this 
IciAd  of  iratid'  tantiioation  of  an  estate,  is  to' be- found  in  the 
liffiitsdon  of  a  term  of  one^thmisand  years,  to  A.,  if  B.  shall 
»  Ung  faasre  issue,  or  ^  until  Ae  death  of  &  \nthoiit  issue. 

9.  To  render  a  gift  "mlid  within  the  Law  aaunst  Peeper  9-  ^<>^  °^«»- 
tnitiet,  it  ia  ndtmecessery,  ihut  the  object  of  it  should  be  at  of  fimitation  be 
oooe  pointed' out  or  ascSKVAhsed,  for  it  is  immaterial  in  what  taiMAf"^^^' . 
njdie  descriptien  is  mkle,  bo  as  there  cannot  be  any  ^hen^^tllei 
deabi  who  is  the  {Person  desigutfted  by  it,  "vdien  the  pexibd  effect,  and 
vgm»,M  wMch  tdbegfft  is-rto  Uk^  effbct    Thii%  if-a^Ksoi^  properperiod. 
tttion  wete  ibade  to  A.  in  fta^  enlgeot  t6  a  gift«^overy'to  tuke 
eifoct  in  oaaettvf'  person;  living,  or  bom  on  the  day  of  htt 
deathy  riiall  fllppear  at  •  St  Pauft^^  widiin  twenty^ne  yeavs 
aiier  thedeath  of  *A*,  the  gift-iover  would  be  good ;  fcnr*  the 
hsp^eniag:srf'''die  etent  wouU^mslLe  the -person  certain') 
and,  id  cerium  est  quod  cerium  reddi  poiest  {x) 

m 
w 

(m)  Pkr  Pretiomy  ar^emio,  Bengotu/h^.  Edridgt,  1  Wvm*  353,  364. 
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CHAWER  XV.     - 

6F  THfi  ftULti  AdAhQST  PEItfETtnTIBS,  AB '  AP^LICABI^E  TK> 
'      LIMlt!ATIONS  AFT£R  A  FAILURE  'oP   HEIRS  OR   ISBU& 

Importance  of       WiTHil^  tHe  ezt^n^ve  rftngc  of  reiil  property  laW,  there 

tmC^T  °  h  "**  perhaps,  tto  one  stibject;  which  has  grreti  rise  to  so  rtudi 

brought  under  and  such  Varied  discussion,  and  in  which)  at  the  same  tiine, 

consideration.  ^^  appUcaHKty  of  ft^  Role  agwnst  PteipetditieB  is  so  im- 

nfiediately  apparent,  as  that  proposed  for  consid^ratioa  iR 
the  present  chapter. 
Simple  illustra.      To  give  a  general  idea  of  the  nature  of  the  subject  to  be  oofi- 
its  conncxioi?    si^ered,  anterior  to  its  formal  distribution, — let  as  suppose, 
wiih  Ri^        property  devised,  or  limited  by  deed,  to  R  in  fee,  after  the 
petuitiesu         death' of  A.  vrithout  issue,  of  without  having  issue:  does 
the  limitation  to  B.  (a  limitation,  it  will  be  seen,  in  the 
nature  of  an  Eitecutoty  devise  in  fUturo,  or  Springing  Use, 
as  the  case  may  be,)  contravene  the  Rule  against  Perpe- 
ttiiities?  or,  rather,  is  the  event,  on  which  the  limitation  is  to 
take  efibct,  too  remote,  when  tested  by  the  standard  of  re- 
words import-  moteness  fixed  by  the  Rule  in  question  ?  In  order  to  give  a 
ll^hou*  isftue     satisfilctory  answer  to  this  inquiry,  it  must  be  understood, 
mean,  pri-        j|j^^  ^j^^  words  **  dying  vrithout  issue,"  and  *  dying  without 

manly,  failure  jo  »  j     o 

at  any  time.       h'fkying  issue,''  mean,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  death,  and  the 

wjint  t)r'&ihtre  dt  issue,  ivhenever  that  faUure  may  happen^ 
be  l!he  time  of  the  event  ever  so  distant ;  so  that,  if  a  person 
die,  leaving  issue  surviving  him,  yet,  the  stAsequent  ex- 
tinction of  his  line  of  issue  is  the  fulfilment  of  the  required 
event,  (x)    To  revert  to  the  cade  supposed, — A.  inay  ffie, 

<«>  Bug.  Uw  TracU,  518, 519.    Burt.  Elem.  Comp.  324. 
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leaving  children  and  grand-children,  and  they,  or  their  des* 
cendants,  may  live  for  centuries ;  bat  gtill,  whenever  there 
Aall  ceaae  to  be  any  issue  of  A.,  (however  remote  the 
period)  the  event  on  which  B.'s  estate  was  limited  to  take 
eflect  in  possession,  will  have  happened.  Such  being  the 
character  <^  the  gift,  does  it  comply  with  the  rule  of  law, 
that  every  ezecutoiy  estate  must  be  so  limited,  as  ne- 
cessarily to  take  effect,  if  at  all,  within  a  life  or  lives  in 
beings  and  twenty-one  years  ?  Obviously,  not.  The  inva- 
lidity of  the  limitation  is,  therefore,  at  once  ascertained ; 
and  Ma4  irrespectively  of  events  subsequent  to  the  tiqie  of 
its  ci^adoDy  as,  for  instance,  the  death  of  A*  without  leaving 
any  issue  surviving  him,  or  the  extinction  of  such  isspe 
witUa  twenty-one  years  fit>m  A^'s  decease.  Now,  this  is  the 
simplest  instance  of  the  class  of  limitations  which  we  at 
]Riesent  propose  to  conmder,  in  its  relation  to  the  Rule 
against  Perpetuities. 

Our  ail^ect  thus  divides  itself: — 

Ist ;  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses  and  Executonr  devises,  FomMtdbtrf. 

L.    A.*  ^    a_ 

to  take  effect  on  the  death,  and  failure  of  issue,  of  a  person  gu^^l^ 
to  whom  the  property  is  before  limited,  or  of  a  stranger : 

2Ad ;  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses  and  Executory  devises^ 
to  take  effect  on  the  death  of  a  person  without  heirs  :  And, 

3id;  Execntory  limitations  of  terms  of  gears  and  per^ 
tonal  ciatUls,  to  take  effect  on  the  death  of  a  person  witb- 
oQtianic. 

But,  as  by  the  recent  statute  (1  Vict.  c.  26)  for  .the  altera-  Consideration 
tion  of  the  law  with  respect  to  wills,  the  construction  of  testa^  gtatute^S  Tict. 
msntarjf  HmUations  to  take  effect  on  a  dying  without  issue,  c*  ^^  post, 
has  undergone  considerable  alteration,  it  will  be  necessary 
to  conrider  the  fust  and  third  branches  of  our  subject,  as 
well  in  reference  to  the  old  rules  of  law,  which  will  for  a 
loQg  time  have  place,  as  in  their  connexion  with  the  modem 
enactment  alluded  ta     It  will,  therefore,  be  understood,  that 
andl  express  mention  is  made  of  the  new  statute,  the  various 
questions  under  consideration  are  being  discussed  upon  the 
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footing  of  the  rules  which  obtained  prior  to  the  year  1838, 
when  that  statute  came  into  op^ation.  The  rules  of  law, 
applicable  lo  the  construction  of  these  limitations  b  ieedi, 
have  not  experienced  any  statutory  change. 


Section  L 


Limitation  to 
A.  and  hh 
heirs,  and  if 
R.  die  without 
issac,  to  C. 


Similar  gift, 
prior  interest 
being  limited. 


Limitation^to 
Am  on  death  of 
B.  without 
ime. 


Springing  and  Shifting  Uses  and  Executory  deviseSy  to  take 
effect  on  the  Deaths  and  Failure  of  Issue ^  of  a  person  to 
whom  the  Property  is  before  limited,  or  of  a  stranger. 

I.  With  respect  to  the  first  class  of  limitations.  If  land 
be  limited  to  A.  and  his  heiis^  but  if  B.  die  without  issue, 
or  without  having  issue,  or,  even,  without  leaving  issue,  dien 
to  C. ;  it  is  clear,  that  the  limitation  to  C,  is  too  remote  and 
void,  inasmuch  as  it  is  to  take  elBTect  in  possession  on  an 
event  which  is  indefinite,  and  not  such  as  will  necessarily 
happen  within  the  period  prescribed  by  the  Rule  against 
Perpetuities.  And  this  indefiniteness  in  the  specified  event 
will  be  fatal  to  the  limitation,  although  there  be  but  the 
remotest  possibility  of  6.*s  ever  having  any  issue,  and 
although  the  probability  of  his  dying  without  issue  be  so 
great,  as  almost  to  amount  to  a  moral  certainty. 

The  same  rule  holds,  whatever  the  nature  or  extent  of 
the  estate  limited  to  the  first  taker,  whether  in  tail,  for  life, 
or  for  a  term  of  years. 

It  has  been  aheady  seen,  that  a  ^fl  to  A.  on  the  death  of 
6.  without  issue,  (and,  also,  without  leaving  issue,)  neither 
A.  nor  B.  taking  any  previous  estate,  is  void  for  remoteness. 
But  this  rule  must  be  understood  subject  to  one  exception 
in  regard  to  certain  limitations  in  wills,  to  be  hereafter 
noticed,  (y) 

(y)  Puiem>hi,p.  ISl,  182. 
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The  iie^  class  of  theat  ei^  which  occurd  for  cmisidemtion  Limitations  on 

ifl^  nhere  the  iailuiie  of  UHoe  feienred  to,  is  that  of  a  prior  juoe  of  pHor 

dbaea  or  ibotMau     k  w ill  be  oowreoieiit  to  consider  limka-  ^9'''^  "^  ^' 


vitee. 


tioDS  in  wills  and  deeds  separately,  as  to  this  point. 

Sappase,  for  example,  land  be  devised  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  Gift  hj  mfl; 
but  if  he  die  without  heirs  of  his  body,  or  without  issue,  to  witbiimitation- 
B,    It  is  true,  in  temut,  an  estate  in  fee  is  given  to  A.,  and  S^Jh^J^jthout 
a  limitation  is  superadded,  which,  on  the  supposition  of  A.  }>«\"  o^ }»» 

*  J,  ^  body  OP  iwne. 

takuig  such  «n  estate,^  caa  only  be  good  by  way  of  Exe*- 

catoiy  devise ;  and  it  is  also  true,  that  if  A.  take  a  fee-* 

simple,  the  Executory  devise  must  be  void  as  too  remote. 

Bat  the  law  r^ards  the  limitations  in  .question  in  <}uite  a  And  therein,  of 

different  light,  ,  The  testator  has  shown,  by  limiting  over  ^^.Ve**''^ 

the  property  to  B.,  on  the  death  of  A.  without  issue^  that  ^^  ""^  ¥»• 

A.  and  his  iesue  were  the  intended  objects  of  the  preceding 

gift ;  and  that  A.  was  not  to  have  such  an  estate  as  the  law,    .  ,' 

nuaes  under  a  limitation  to  a  man  and  his  heirs^  that  is,  a      * 

fee-simple*     The  issue,  and  not  the  heirs,  of  A.  being,  with 

him,  the  objects  of  the  gift,  the  law  pays  respect  to  such 

intention^  and  decides,  that  that  purpose  may  be  effected  by 

ghring  A.  an  estate  less  than  a  fee^simple,  and  an  estate, 

too,  the  alienation  of  which,  in  bar  of  the  issue,  requires 

greater  solemnities  than  do^s  the  alienation  of  a  fee^imple. 

All  this  is  effected,  by  curtailing  the  estate  expressly  limited 

to  A,  from  a  fee-simple,  to  a  fee-taiL     A.  being  thus  placed  And  gives 

in  the  same  position,  as  if  the  gift  had  been,  in  temid,  to  qiteHor  Hmita- 

him  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  the  further  consequence  rero^ndcr 

ensues,  of  the  capability  of  a  remainder  being  limited  after 

the  estate-tail  of  A. ;  and  the  fiict  of  the  ulterior  limitation 

beii^  to  take  efi^t  on  the  failure  of  issue  of  A.  becomes  of 

no  imporfanee ;  such  fiulnre  of  issue  being  the  regular  and 

preipa*  Kmit  to  the  estate-tail,  or,  rather,  the  latter  being 

cotemiaous  witii  that  event    Then,  that  which  in  this 

mantier  becomes^  possible^  is.ftirther  rendered  nece^sary^  by 

the  rule  of  law,  that  whenever  a  limitation  can  take  effect 

as  a  remainder,  it  shall  never  operate  as  an   Executory 

N 
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devise,  (a)  By  such  means,  this  twofiald  end  is  secured : 
an  estate  is  raised  in  A»,  better  adapted  to  the  purpose  of 
benefiting  his  issue,  than  an  estate  in  fee-simple ;  and  the 
ulterior  limitation  to  B.,  which,  as  an  Executory  devise,  is 
too  remote^  as  being  to  take  efiect  after  an  indefinite  fidlure 
of  issue,  is  validated  as  a  remainder  expectant  on  the  deter- 
mination of  the  previous  estate-tail  in  A.  True  it  is,  that 
eventually,  the  legal  contruction  of  estate-tail  and  remainder  . 
may  effect  the  objects  of  the  testator  to  no  greater  extent, 
than  would  the  limitations  as  originally  inserted  in  the  will ; 
inasmuch  as,  A.  may  bar  his  estate-tail,  and  destroy  the 
estates  of  his  issue ;  which  would  be  equivalent  to  an  alie- 
nation of  the  fee«simple;  and  may  also  destroy  the  re- 
mainder in  fee  to  B. ;  which  would  answer  to  the  ab  origine 
invalidity  of  the  Executory  limitation  (regarded  in  its  pri- 
mary character)  on  the  ground  of  remoteness.  But,  still, 
the  limitations,  according  to  their  legal  construction,  may 
carry  out  the  objects  of  the  testator,  if  A.  do  not  exer- 
cise his  power  of  barring  the  entail  and  destroying  the 
remainders ;  whereas,  unaided  by  the  legal  construction  in 
question,  one  intention  (that  of  limiting  the  property  to  B. 
in  the  case  of  A.'s  death  without  issue)  must,  in  any  event, 
fiul  of  efiect,  because  a  limitation  depending  on  such  an 
event,  and  operating  otherwise  than  as  a  remainder,  is  void 
ab  initio* 
This  eoDstruo*  It  will  suffice  to  mention  one  case  in  which  this  rule  was 
m^oISm  d.  acted  upcm.  In  Doe  d.  Ellis  v.  Ellis  (a)  there  was  a  devise  to 
Eou  ▼.  EUiM,  ^  testator's  son  in  fee ;  but  if  he  should  die  without  issue, 
then  to  the  child  of  which  the  testator's  wife  was  enceinte  ; 
and  it  was  decided,  that  this  gave  an  estate-tail  to  the  tes- 
tator's son,  with  remainder-over,  and  not  a  fee,  determinable 
on  his  death  without  issue  living  at  that  time. 


(z)  Vide  »tq>ra,  p,  75.  Jac.*22;  Brown  Y.  Jerpat^  ib.  290; 

(a)  9  East,  382  ;   in  addition  to  Srien  ▼.  Smithy  WiUes,  1.  And  on  the 

which,  see  SoulU  v.  Garrard,  Cro.  general  doctrine,  see  1  Jann«  Wills, 

Elis.  525 ;   Tuitetkam  v.  RobcrU,  Cro.  487. 
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Bat  not  only  where  land  is  limited  by  will,  in  fee,  yrijtk  Sune  construe* 
an  Execatory  deTise  on  the  fiuluie  of  issue  of  the  first  taker^  pHor  gift'is  for 
does  the  law  thus  lend  its  aoEdstaiiee  to  testamentary  limita-  -Q^^it^ 
tions  otherwise  partially  void  on  the  ground  of  remotpness ; 
but  also  where  a  gift  is  made  to  A.  for  life,  (ft)  or  indefi- 
Ditely^  (e)  with  an  Executory  limitation-over  to  B.,  in  the 
e?ent  of  his  dying  without  issue,  an  estate-tail  is  invariably 
iBiaed  in  the  first  taker,  by  implication,  (d)  In  these  cases, 
there  is  the  same  argument  for  increasing  the  estate  of  the 
fint  taker,  as  in  the  former,  for  curtailing  it ;  namely,  the 
manifestation  of  an  intention  to  provide  for  his  issue,  which 
the  law  win  carry  out  by  moulding  the  limitations  into  a 
ibnn  better  adapted  to  the  purpose.  Nor  can  the  ulterior 
limitation  in  &v<Nr  of  B«  take  effect  as  an  Executory  devise, 
aoy  more  dian  if  the  prior  estate  limited  to  A.  were  a  fee* 
flim^e;  the  event  beings  in  both  cases,  the  same,  and^ 
therefore,  equally  objectionable  on  the  ground  of  remoteness* 
Bat,  as  a  remainder,  k  may  well  take  effect,  in  tlie  same 
manner  as  if  the  first  taker  had  an  estate-tail  by  express 
lioitatioa.  Thus,  the  deagns  of  the  author  of  the  ff&,  and 
the  limitations  by  which  they  are  intended  to  be  carried 
oat,  flie  harmoniied;  and  the  latter  are  subjected  to  a  con* 
stmction,  which  protects  them  from  the  destructive  operation 
(^  the  Role  against  Perpetuities. 

As  to  this  class  of  limitations  in  deeds,  the  doctrine  of  Thu  conitme 
oonstzoctive  uiimcation  of  estates-taii  is  not  applicable  to  admiued  so 
an  e^pal  extent;  the  construction  of  gifts  by  instruments  ^^7  ^ 
inter  vioaSf  being  guided  by  stricter  rules,  than  are  usually 

* 

(h)  Sbwfa^  eate,  9  Rep.  127  h.  R.,  in  Ortm  t.  m/rd,  1  Ross.  264; 

Sp»rmg  T.  Shaw,  3  Bro.  P.  C.  120.  Foobh  .Eq.  lib.  2,  cap.  3,  as.  3,  4. 

Doe  T.  BaOey,  8  T.  R.  5.     Langky  Burt.  Elcm.  Ck>inp.  222. 

T.  BaUmin^  1  P.  Wmfl.  769.    StatUey  (e)  4  Bac.  Abr.  256.     FonU.  Eq. 

T.  LcMwrd;  1   Eden,  87.    Atlomey-  lib.  2,  cap.  3,  as.  3»  4.     Bort  Elero. 

GtaenU  ▼.  SMttm,  3  Bro.  P.  C.  75.  Comp.  222. 

Bktibm  V.  Bdgdeg,  1  P.  Wms.  635.  {d)  See  MackOl  v.  Weeding,  8  Sim. 

Aad we  ranariuofLord  Giffbrd,  M.  4 ;  1  Jam.  Wills,  488. 
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Limitadon  by 
deed  to  A., 
and  his  heirs, 
with  gift  over, 
on  his  death 
without  heirs 
of  his  body  or 
issue  of  hts 
body. 


What  neces- 
sary to  raise 
the  construc- 
tion of  implied 
estates-tail  in 
deeds. 


applied  to  testamentary  dispodtioos,  aoda  doder  conformity 
to  the  principles  of  the  Common  law  being  insisted  opon. 

A  limitation,  however,  by  deed,  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  with 
a  giftK)ver  on  his  death,  without  heir*  of  his  body^  or  with- 
oat  intjie  of  his  body^  will  have  the  effect  of  vesting  an 
estate-tail  in  the  first  taker,  with  a  remainder  expectant 
thereon  in  the  ulterior  donee.  (0) 

So,  also,  under  a  gift  to  A*,  without  any  words  of  limif 
tation^  and  a  subsequent  gift  to  B.,  on.A.'s  death,  with<- 
out  heirs  of  his  body 9  A.  wiU  take  an  estate-tail,  with 
remainder  to  B. 

This  construction,  as  Mr.  Preston  has  observed,  (/)  '<  de- 
pends on  the  rule,  that  all  the  clauses  of  a  deed  are  to  be 
taken  into  consideration  together,  and  construction  made 
on  due  several  parts.  The  entire  isstrument  must  be  con- 
strued by  its  parts,  so  that  every  clause,  and  every  word  of 
every  clause,  may  have  effect,  unless  it  be  insensible  or 
repugnant,  or  contrariant  to  the  former  part  of  the  deed ; 
or  unless  it  be  inconsistent  with  the  rules  and  policy  of  the 
law.  Wherever  it  is  to  be  collected  in  construction  on  the 
dause  of  immediate  gift  of  the  estate,  or  fiom  a  clause 
which  introduces  the  limitation  of  another  estate,  or  refers 
to  aiiother  pact  of  the  same  instrument,  or  to  another  in- 
strumeijit,  that  the  gift  under  consideration  is  not  to  extend 
the  benefit  of  the  limitation  to  any  hein^  besides  those 
whjch  are  of  the  body  of  the  donee ;  the  generality  of  the 
word  heirs  will  be  qualified  and  restrained  to  mean  heirs  of 
the  bodyJ* 

But  it  is  absolutely  necessary,  in  order  to  the  construction  of 
an  estate-tail  being  admissible  in  deeds,  that  the  word  *'  heirs" 
should  occur  in  the  gift,  either  in  terms,  or  by  reference, 
and  adoption ;  (y)  and,  therefore,  under  a  gift  to  A.,  and  on 


(«)   2  Prest.  Ertates,  504. 
(/)  2  Essay  on  EsUtes,  485. 


(S)  Ibid.  484. 
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his  death,  wUhout  issue,  or  xaithoul  usue  of  his  hody,  to  B., 
A.  win  take  only  an  estate  for  life,  with  a  contingent 
reminder  expectant  thereon  to  B.,  which  will  take  eSect, 
if  A.  leave  no  issoe  at  his  death,  (being  the  time  of  the 
determination  of  the  particolar-estate).  It  is  conceived, 
however,  that  if  the  first  limitation  were  for  life  expres9ly, 
it  could  not  be  enlarged  into  an  estate -tail,  even  though 
the  gift  over  were  limited  to  take  effect  on  the  death  of 
^he  tenant  for  life,  without  heirs  of  his  body ;  as  snch  a 
construcdon  would  be  ''repugnant  and  contrariant"  to  aft 
express  provision  of  the  deed. 

Again,  it  is  needful,  to  support  the  construction  in  question, 
that  the  gift  should  contain  words  of  procreatumy  descriptive 
of  those  heirs  which  shall  be  the  issue  of  the  body  of  a 
particular  person.  (A)  It  follows,  therefore,  that  a  gift  to 
A,  and  his  heirs,  and  if  he  shall  die  without  issue,  (without 
any  provision  as  to  the  issue  being  of  the  body  of  the  donee) 
to  another,  will  vest  the  feensimple  in  A.,  and  the  ulterior 
fimitation  will  be  void,  (f) 

None  of  these  requisites  exist,  it  will  be  perceived,  in 
regard  to  the  enlai^ing  or  abridging  of  limitations  created 
by  will ;  for  in  aff  the  cases  which  have  been  here  men- 
tioDcd,  the  gifts,  if  testamentary,  would  have  passed  an 
estate-tail  to  the  first  taker,  with  an  expectant  remainder.  (^} 

Again,  in  certain  cases  of  limitations  in  wills,  an  estate-  Estate-tail 
tail  may  be  raised  by  implication  in  a  person,  although  no  plication  under 
express  estate  is  given  to  such  person,  and  die  ulterior  f^IUL^iwae 
limitation  be  thereby  validated  as  a  remainder,  expectant  of  tertator'a 

^  *  heir,  or  to  hia 

00  the  implied  estate-tall.     Thus,  (/)  suppose,  a  testator  heir,  on  faUuro 
detises  land  to  his  heir-at-law,  (whether  apparent  or  pre-  Mother, 
somptive,)  in  fee,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  A.,  without 

(A)  Ibid.  481.  of  Mr.  Preston  on  the  language  by 

(t)  Serope  T.  Rhodes,  2  Com.  Rep.  which  esUtes-tail  may  be  created,  in 

541.  vol.  2,  of  the   Eetoj^  on  Eetates,  pp. 

{k)  The    student  cannot    be  too  473^^55. 

stron^y  recommended  to  peruse,  once  (/)  1  Jarm.  Wills,  467. 

ud  agam,  the  elaborate  disquisition 
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i^e;  btit  does  not  limit  any  estate  ezptessly  to  A.  or  his 
issue;  the  irresistible  presumption  is,  that  the  testator 
intended  the  property  to  devolve  on  A.  and  his  issue,  in- 
asmuch as  the  person  to  whom  the  land  ia  devised,  on 
fidlure  of  that  issue,  is  the  very  individual  on  whom,  unless 
an  estate-tul  be  raised  in  A.,  by  implication,  the  law  tm- 
meiiatelg  casts  the  inheritance;  and  it  would  be  absurd 
to  suppose  an  express  devise  to  the  heir,  to  take  efiect  at 
a  specified  period,  unless  in  the  meantime  the  testator  in* 
tended  some  other  perscm  to  take  the  devised  property* 
So,  again,  if  a  devise  be  made  on  the  general  faihare  of 
issue  of  a  person,  who  stands  in  the  relation  of  heir'<Lt4aw 
of  the  testator;  the  same  rule  holds,  as  in  die  case  of  an 
express  devise  in  fee,  with  an  Executory  limitation-over  on 
the  death  of  the  first  devisee  without  issue.  An  esCate-tafl 
is  raised  by  implication  in  the  heir,  and  the  limitation 
expressed  in  the  will  to  take  effect  on  the  failure  of  his 
issue,  becomes  a  remainder  expectant  on  the  implied  estate- 
tail,  {m) 

'  It  may  be  observed,  that  although  the  case  of  a  devise 
to  a  person,  who  is  the  testator's  heir,  on  failure  of  the 
issue  of  anodier,  to  whom  no  estate  is  expressly  devsed, 
is  generally  considered  as  admitting  and  calling  (or  the 
api^ication  of  the  doctrine  of  the  implication  of  estates-tail, 
no  precise  authority  can  be  cited  for  the  doctrine.  By 
analogy,  however,  to  the  clearly  established  rule  in  regard 
to  the  implication  of  estates,  where  property  is  devised  to 
an  heir,  after  the  death  of  a  person  not  taking  by  express 
gift,  (n)  it  is  conceived,  little  doubt  can  be  entertained  that 
the  doctrine  in  question  is  sustainable. 
But  to  curtail        g^t  a  Court  of  law  will  not  deprive  the  heir,  of  his  riffht 

tbc  fee  of  the  .  .  .  .  ^  .  ^ 

heir  into  an       to  take  the  inheritance  in  fee-simple  of  his  ancestor,  upon 
'        grounds  of   mere   conjecture:    there   must   be   either  an 

(m)   Walter  v.   Drew,  Com.  Rep.  (»)  See  Bkukwttt  v.  BmO,  1  Keen, 

373.     2  Prest.  AbsL  160.     1  Jarm.       176. 
Wills,  491. 
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cz|HeflB  devise,  od  fiiilure  of  issue  of  the  heir,  or  sudi  a  there muitbea 
dear  manifestation  of  intention  on  the  part  of  the  testator,  ^ons  of  his 
as  to  be  equivalent  to  a  direction  that  the  estate  shall  go  ^^^![|]Muto 
over  on  that  event    Thus,  in  the  late  case  of  Dae  d  Cape  '^ 
?•  JValier,  (o)  a  testator,  having  a  son  and  granddaughter, 
(child  of  a  second  son,)  issue  of  one  marriage,  and  a  son 
and  dauj^iter,  issue  of  a  second,  after  giving  legacies  to  the 
issue  of  the  second  marriage  and  the  granddaughter,  be- 
queathed thus : — **  But  if  it  should  happen  that  my  son, 
W.  W.,  (the  eldest)  sboM  marry  or  contract  nu^rmcnyt 
and  haoe  keire  ofhu  awn,  then  1  order  and  direct  that  my 
will  is,  that  my  executors  shall  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid, 
onto  my  granddaughter,  M*,  the  further  sum  of  100/.  more, 
in  addition  to  the  lOOL  before  bequeathed  to  her,  to  be  paid 
mtkm  twehe  months  after  the  birth  of  my  eon  W^e  fint 
ekild,^    And  after  intermediate  dispositions,  he  devised  as 
fcilowB : — **  In  case  U  should  happen  thai  my  son,  W.,  should 
depart  this  Ufe,  and  leaping  no  heirs  lawfully  begotten,  and 
that  my  freehold  messuage  and  tenement  situate  at,  ^c, 
should  fall  by  descent  unto  my  granddaughter,  M.  W*,  and 
ike  inherit  and  possess  the  same,   then  my  said  grand- 
dai^ter    shall  pay  out  of  the  said  messuage,*^  several 
legacies  mentioned  by  the  testator.    W.,  the  eldest  son, 
having  died  without  issue,  and  disposed  of  the  property 
by  his  will,  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  issue  of  the 
gcaoddaughter,  M.,  (who  died  before  W.)  that  W.  took  only 
an  estate-tail,  with  remainder  to  M.  in  fee :  another  point, 
marked  for  argument,  on  the  same  side,  (but  apparently 
not  insisted  on)  was,  that  there  was  an  Executory  devise 
to  M.,  in  the  event  of  W.  dying,  without  issue  of  his  body 
liTing  at  his  decease.     Lord  C.  J.  Tindal,  in  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  C.  B.,  first  observed,  that  it  was 

(o)  2  Scott,  N.  8.  317.    See  also,  serrations  apon  it,  2  Scott,  N.  S.  335, 

as  to  the  same  point,  Newton  y.  J9ar-  336  ;  and  also  TiOy  v.  CoOjftw,  3  Keb. 

wnfiae,  F.  Moore,  127  ;  S.  C.  Mub  589. 
«oai.  Omch  B  case,  Owen,  29,  and  ob- 
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dear,  ttuit  supposing  an  uDequivocal  devise-over  to  M.  was 
to  be  found  in  the  egressions  of  the  will,  the  beir^t-kw 
would,  by  implication,  take  an  estate^ail ;  it  appeieing  to 
be  the  necessary  coustriiction  of  the  words,  ^'  that  if  my 
son  W«  should  depart  this  life,  &&,"  that  those  words 
pointed  to  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue  of  his  son,  fit>in 
which  an  estate-tail  might  be  implied.  The  learned  judge, 
then,  after  going  through  the  different  circumstaiices  arising 
pn  the  will,  said,  these  circumstances  had,  undoubtedly,  a 
strong  tendency  to  show,  that  the  testator  contemplated 
tlie  succession  of  M.  to  the  estate,  in  case  his  eldest  son 
shook!  die  without  issue ;  and  that,  perhaps,  he  meant  that 
she  should  do  sa  But  the  testator,  not  having  made  any 
express  dbposition  affecting  the  right  of  his  heir-ot-law, 
might,  without  imputing  to  him  apy  intention  contaradictoiy 
to  the  rest  of  his  will,  have  intended  to  direct,  tAai  if  hit 
heirnit'lato  should  not  exercise  his  power  of  disposing  of  the 
estate^  in  consequenoe  of  which  the  estate  should  descend, 
in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word,  to  M.^  to  whom  it  wodd 
rightfully  descend,  in  the  absence  of  any  diq)OBitioa  of  it  by 
W.,  she  should,  out  of  the  estate,  pay  certain  legacies.  Here, 
the  question  was,  not  merely,  whether  the  words  of  the  will 
were  such  as  might  warrant  an  implication  of  an  estBte'^tail 
in  W,,  but  whether  a  remainder  to  M,  was  to  be  implied  fixmi 
the  terms  of  the  will,  which  expressly  spoke  of  the  taking  by 
descent,  and  which,  might  be  satisfied,  in  the  legal  sense, 
without  having  such  effect  Judgment  was,  therefore, 
given  for  the  party  claiming  under  the  will  of  W,,  the  tes- 
tator's heir. 
If  no  ©state-  j^  ^11  cases,  however,  of  Executory  limitations,  (either 

tail  can  be  i     i 

raised  by  im-     by  deed  or  Will)  divcsting  estates  expressly  limited,  after  a 

fimitations  on     general  failure  of  issue,  other  than  those  in  which  there  is 

oHMue  void'^^  *  previous  devise  or  limitation,  (whether  in  fee,  or  for  life, 

or  indefinite,)  susceptible  ofenku^ment  or  modification,  (p) 

(/i)  1  Jarm.  WiUs,  491. 
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acoordiiig  to  the  distmctions  above  stated,  the  rule  of 
law  jR,  that  no  e8tate-4ail  can  be  raised  by  irajdieatiooy  so 
as  to  presenre  them  {torn  the  objection  of  being  too  re* 
mote*  Hiey  maintain  their  primary  character  of  Ezecn^ 
tMy  devises^  and,  as  such,  they  necessarily  incur  the  fate  of 
limitationsy  to  take  efiect  on  je^ents  not  confined  within  the 
period  fixed  by  the  Rule  agunst  Perpetuities. 

Of  this  kind,  (in  addition  to  the  limitation,  before  con-  oift  to  A.  in 
^dered,  to  A.  and  his  h^ira,'  and  if  B,  die  without  issue,  to  ^^  s^die^ 
C.  sod  his  heirs,)  is  a  limitation  to  A.  and  his  heits,  and  if  withootimoe, 

instsnoe  of 

A.  and  B.  die  without  issue,  to  C.  and  his  heirs.  H^e,  there  tuch  a  void 
being  no  previous  estate  in  K,  which,  with  that  of  A.,  might  ™ 
be  enlaqpod  or  modified,  so  as  to  admit  of  a  renuunder  ex- 
pectant upon  it,  the  ulterior  limitation  to  C.  can  only  take 
effect  as  an  Executory  devise,  or  Springing  or  Shifting  Use> 
aiKl»  as  such,  it  b  void,  as  contravening  the  Rule  against 
Perpetuities,  (q) 

S<valsOyineveryca8eofalimitationin^/«ro,bydeedorwill,  Limhatioii  in 
after  the  death  of  a  person  without  issue,  (to  whom  no  pre-  -^"^JJ^ 
ceding  estate  is  given)  where  neither  the  person  in  default  penon  witboat 
of  whoae  issue  the  limitation  is  to  take  effect,  nor  the  person  less  estate-tuf 
to  whom  that  limitation  is  made,  fills  the  character  of  heir^  nndOT  do^^ 
at4aw  of  the  testator,  (this  reservation  applying  only  to  wills)  **  ^  beir-at- 
Bo  estate  can  be  raised  by  imphcation,  and  the  gift  is,  con- 
sequently, void  ab  initio* 

In  legaid  to  lunitations  in  deeds  to  arise  in  fuiuro,  on 


(f )  Scrape  ▼.  J(kode$,  Com,  Bep. 
541.  Gardiner  ▼.  Sheldon,  Vaugb. 
259.  And  lee  Doe  ▼.  Zmeraft,  1  Mo. 
&  Se.  6^  2  Pnit.  Estates,  529, 
^3^  The  author  is  aware  of  the 
f»ae»  of  Doe  d.  Tenny  ▼.  jiffar,  12 
East,  ^t5t.  and  Momilfy  r.  Jamee,  6 
Taaat  363,  which  have  been  deemed 
aaUiorities  tending  to  the  establish. 
neotof  adoclriDe»  different  from  that 
W  down  in  the  text ;  but  it  may 


suffice  to  obserre  of  those  cases,  that 
in  neither  of  them  was  any  decision 
called  for  on  tbe  point  under  consider- 
ation, and  that,  therefore,  dicta  in 
either,  seemingly  opposed  to  the  doc- 
trine here  laid  down,  mast  be  regarded 
as  eitrm-judictaL  See  the  cogent 
obsenrations  of  Mr.  Jarman,  in  his 
Treatise  on  Wills,  vol.  I,  pp.  494, 
495. 


186 


LIMITATIOVa  OV  REALTT 


[COAP.  XV. 


Jinitalioitt  on 
failure  off  usue 
rtMtrktedtO 
deatkof 
lUMieftor^ 


Instances  of 
these. 


the  death  without  issue  of  a  person  not  taking  any  pre- 
vious estate,  no  respect  can  be  had  to  the  circunistance  of 
such  person  being  the  heiiwtt-Iaw  of  the  donor,  or  of  that 
character  being  filled  by  the  person  taking  under  the  Exe- 
cutory gift,  and,  therefore,  no  implied  estate^4ail  can  be  raised 
to  support  the  limitation,  and  it  will,  consequently,  in  every 
case,  be  void  for  remoteness. 

The  instances,  hitherto  considered,  have  been  those  only 
of  Executory  limitations,  to  take  effect  after  a  general  or 
indefinite  &ilure  of  issue,  that  is,  a  dying  without  issue  at 
whatever  period  of  time  it  may  happen.  In  all  such  cases, 
we  have  seen,  that  (except  where  an  estate^tail  can  be  raised 
by  implication,  according  to  the  distincUons  previously  laid 
down,)  the  remoteness  of  the  event  is  ftital  to  the  limitadoD. 
It  will  now  be  proper  to  speak  of  such  Executory  estates  as 
are  limited  upon  a  failure  of  issue  not  unrestrained,  but  to 
happen  within  a  epeoified  period  of  time,  as  a  life  or  lives  in 
beu^,  or  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years,  or  the  like. 

Thus,  to  take  a  simple  instance,  if  land  be  devised  or 
limited  to  A*  and  his  heirs,  but  if  he  die  without  issue 
living  at  his  own  decease,  or  if  he  die  without  issue  during 
the  life  of  B»,  then  to  R  and  his  heirs ;  it  is  dear,  that 
though  the  event  of  the  failure  of  issue  of  a  person  is  inde- 
finite, and,  therefore,  per  ee,  too  remote,  and,  so,  an  Execa* 
tory  limitation  depending  upon  it,  would  be  void,  yet,  as  in 
the  cases  supposed,  the  dying  without  issue  contemplated,  is 
to  be  ascertained  within,  or  at  the  expiration  of,  a  life  in 
being,  there  can  be  no  objection  to  the  ulterior  limitation 
in  &vor  of  B.  taking  effect  as  an  Executory  devise  or  Shift- 
ing Use,  so  fiur  as  respects  the  remoteness  of  the  contm- 
gency.  This  doctrine  was  settled,  so  long  ago  as  the  reign 
of  James  1,  by  the  decision  in  the  before-cited  case  otPeUt 
V.  Brown.  In  that  case,  it  will  be  remembered,  the  testator 
devised  lands  to  Thomas^  his  second  son,  and  his  heirs  for 
ever,  and  if  Thomas  died  without  issue,  tiving  fFilUam,  his 
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brother,  then  WUUam  wtB  to  have  the  lands  to  him  and  his 
hens  and  assigns  for  ever.  It  was  held  by  all  the  judges, 
that  this  was  a  good  limitation  of  the  fee,  upon  the  contin- 
gencj  of  Utomw  dying  witfaoot  issue,  in  the  lifetime  of 
WtiKam ;  and  that  it  did  not  operate  as  a  remainder,  but 
as  an  Execotoiy  devise.  And  such  has  been  the  nde  of 
law,  ever  since  this  decision. 

Widi  resaid  to  the  difttence  in  the  constraction  of  a  Limitatioiif  on 
Kmitation  to  take  effect  after  a  general  feilure  of  issue  of  the  fulura  of  umio 
first  taker,  and  a  limitation  after  his  death,  without  issue,  ^  p^Ltaity.^ 
living  at  that  time,  two  things  are  to  be  observed.     Firwl, 
the  feihnne  of  issue,  upon  which  the  Executory  limitation  is 
to  arise,  being  limited  to  happen  during  the  life  of  a  person 
to  existence,  there  is  no  danger  of  tendency  to  a  perpe- 
toity  in  such  Executory  limitation;  because,  if  the  fitst 
taker  die,  leaving  behind  him  a  child  or  other  issue,  (and 
this,  as  well  in  the  case  of  the  dying  without  issue  being 
oosfined  to  the  life  of  another  person,  as  in  that  of  its  being 
restnuned  to  the  first  taker's  death,)  although  such  issue 
survive  him  but  a  single  day,  the  contingency  fails,  and  the 
first  estate  becomes  absolute ;  whereas,  if  the  first  taker  die 
widiout  leaving  issue,  living  at  the  time  of  his  decease, 
the  Executory  limitittion  at  once  vests.     In  either  case, 
a  hfe  in  being  decides  the  destination  of  the  property, 
and  there  is,  therefore,  no  objection  to  the  ulterior  limi- 
tation taking  effect  as  an  Executory  devise,  or  &9ufting 
Use,  on  the  ground  of  any  supposed  remoteness  in  the 
event     Secondly j  in  regard  to  a  gift  of  this  kind,  it  is  to  And  no  esuta- 
be  noticed,   that  as    the   gift-over  is   to  take  effect,  in  rail^y  im- 
the  event  of  the  first  taker  dying  without  issue  livinq  at  P|*ca*">n  fr»™ 

,  them;  nor 

the  time  of  his  deaths  it  cannot  properly  have  the  effect  neoesnnrthat 

-  •!•        ^i_  •  ^  J.     '      r      ^  ^        ^  •!         •.   itihouldbe. 

of  cuTtaiung  the  pnor  estate  m  fee  to  an  estate-tail,  as  it 
would  do,  were  the  failure  of  issue  unrestricted,  (r)    For  as 

(r)  See  ohwrvations  of  Lord  El-  in  Greene  v.  Ward,  I  Russ.  264»  and 
teiiiorom^  in  Doe  v.  H^ebber.  1  B.  &  the  case  of  Doe  d.  BarnJMd  t.  Wei- 
Aid.  72l,udofLordC;f77brc/,BlR.>      ton,  2  Bos.  &  Pul  324;  and  Burt. 
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Same,  if  the 
failure  of  issue 
be  confined  to 
lives  in  being. 


Or  to  lives  in 
being  and 
twenty-one 
years. 


the  ground  of  cutting  down  a  limitation  in  fee  to  an  estate- 
tail,  isy  the  presumed  intention  of  the  author  of  the  f^%  to 
provide  for  all  the  issue  who  would  be  inheritable  to  an  en- 
tail created  in  express  terms ;  and  as  the  event  described  in 
the  limitation  in  question  (viz.,  the  failure  of  issue  living  at 
the  death  of  a  particular  person)  is  not  that  by  which  an 
estate-tail  is  necessarily  determined  or  extinguished ;  such 
an  estate  being  coterminous  only  with  the  failure  of  issue  at 
any  time ;  the  raising  an  estate- tail  in  the  first  ta^er,  by  im* 
pUcation,  would  be  not  only  unnecessary,  but  even  ineflbc- 
tual,  for  carrying  out  the  supposed  intentions  of  the  donor, 
or  .testator.  And,  accordingly,  there  is  not  to  be  found  any 
instance  of  property  being  given  to  a  person  in  fise^  with 
a  limitationH^ver  in  case  he  should  die  without  leaving  issue 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  in  which  the  previous  fee  has  been 
cut  down  to  an  estate-tail,  by  force  of  the  limitatioih-oven 

The  preceding  observations  as  to  remoteness  are  equally 
qiplicaUe  to  an  Executory,  limitation^  to  take  effect  on  a 
failure  of  issue  during  the  lives  of  any  number  of  persons 
io-  ei8e  ;  the  period  of  such  lives  being,  in  ftct,  only  the  dura- 
tbn  of  the  life  of  the  survivor. 

And,  still  fiirther,  there  is  no  objection  on  the  groond  of 
remoteness,  to  an  Executory  devise  or  Shifting  U«e,  to  take 
effiect  upon  the  fitilure  of  issue  of  the  first  taker  within 
twentynme  years  after  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  {s)  Thus,  if 
land  be  devised  or  limited  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  but  if  A*  die, 
without  issue  living  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  or  if  he  die 
leaving  issue,  and  all  such  issue  shall  die  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  then  to  B.  and  his  heir&  The  contingent 
event- on  which  the  Executory  limitation  in  favor  of  B.  is  to 
vest,  must  necessarily  happen,  if  at  all,  within  the  pmod  of 
a  life  in  being,  and  twenty-one  years;  because,  A.'8  issue 
nuist  ail  be  bom  in  his  lifetime,  (or,  at  all  events,  widiin  a 
few  months  after  his  decease,  which,  in  the  eye  of  the  law, 


Elem.  Comp.   223,    1  Jarm.   Wills, 
490,  2  Jftrm.  Pow.  JDev  5(j4. 


(«)  Sheffield^,  Ixmi Orrevy,  2  Atk. 
282.     F.  a  R.  470. 
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is  the  same  thing,)  and  soch  issue  muslp  of  coursey  eitlier  die 
in  infiuu:^  or  attain  their  majority  within  or  by  the  end  of 
twen^-one  years  firom  the  time  of  A.'8  decease ;  either  of 
whiclieventswill  be  decisive  of  thedesdnaiion  of  theproperty* 

And  the  rule,  that  limitations  after  a  fulnre  of  issue  Same  rale « 
are  vdid^if  the  asoertainnent  of  sooh  fiulure  l>e  confined  to  failure,  wbat- 
the  period  jH^seiibed  by  the  Role  against  Perpetuities,  is  ^[^of  mior 
eqittUy  applicable,  akbou^  there  be  no  prior  gift  to  the  ^  ^ 
penoa  on  fiulure  of.  wlioie  issue  the  limitation  is  to  take  soch  gift, 
effect,  iMv  if  there  be  audi  a  gift,  notwithstandii^  the  fiict  of 
its  beiiig  only  fi>r  li£^  indefinitely,  or  otherwise;  always 
obenriiig,  that  an  estate-tail  neither  is,  nor  is  necessary  to 
be,  raised  by  implication,  in  any  person,  {t)  by  reference  to 
the  coQStnictioD^  which  obtsins  in  the  case  of  similar  limita- 
tkns  after  a  general  or  indefinite  fiiilure  of  issue.    It  may.  And  although 
abo,  be  further  remarked,  that  by  the  role  now  under  con*  haTereference 
sideratioD,  a  limitatioa  to  A«  in  fee,  with  an  Ezecntory  toaBtnnger. 
demise  or  Shifting  Use^  on  the  deatbof  B.  without  issue,  (or^ 
OQ  the  deadi  of  A.  and  &  without  isaue^)  living  C,  to  C», 
is  equally  ftee  fin>m  objeetion,  on  the.  ground  of  remot^was^ 
with  a  limitation  to  A.  and  his  hem,  and  if  he  die  without 
isKie  Imog  at  las  decease,  to  B.  and  his  heiis ;  of  which 
niemiim  has  been  befoie  made. 

Tims  fiuv  probably,  little  difficult  will  have  been  ex-  The  question 
peneoeed,  in  attaining  a  clear  perception  of  the  difference,  tbn^tl^hether 


both  ia  th^  nature  and  oonsequencea^  between  an  Ekccu*  R^^^"*  , 

*■  limitations  de- 

tcvy  devise  or  Springing  or  Shifting  Use,  to  take  effect  after  pend  on  an 
a  general  or  indefinite  fiulure  of  issue,  and  a  similar  limita-*  a  restricted 
tion,  to  vest  upon  a  defiiult  of  issue  happening  in  the  com-  ^"^""^  ®^  "'"*'• 
pass  of  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  or  other  period  within  the 
boundaries  of  perpetuity.     The  distinction  itself  is  suffi- 
ciently intelligible ;  not  so  easy  of  decision,  however,  has 
proved,  the  question,  to  which  of  the  two  classes,  particular 
limitations  (themselves  wanting  preciseness)  belong.     Nor 

(0  See   LethUmlKer  t.    Tracy,  3       1  Lev.  11 ;  Greener.  Wiard,  1  Ross. 
Atk.  774,  793 ;  fhmkH  v.  Holmet,      264. 
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is  thiii  a  merely  speculative  inquiry,  the  settleiflent  of  which 
may  be  requisite  to  the  preservation  of  systematic  proportion 
and  theoretic  symmetry,  indeed,  but  destitute  of  any  practi- 
cal importance.  The  force  of  this  observation  will  be  per- 
ceived, if  it  be  remembered,  that  in  all  cases  of  a  limitation 
upon  a  general  feilure  of  issue,  in  which  (according  to  the 
rules  and  distinctions  before  laid  down)  an  estate-tail  may 
be  raised  by  implication,  the  ulterior  limitation  (in  its  then 
character  of  a  remainder)  becomes  destructible  by  the  per- 
son in  whom  such  estate  is  raised ;  whereas,  in  every  ca^ 
of  an  Executory  limitation  in  de&ult  of  issue  Uving  at  a 
specified  period,  where  the  implication  of  an  estate-tail  is 
not  admissible,  the  Ezecutoiy  devise  or  Springing  or  SbHt- 
ing  Use  is  indefeasible  by  any  act  of  the  owner  of  the  limited 
fee.  And,  wherever  an  estate-tail  cannot  be  raised  by  impli- 
cation, the  alternative  is,  then,  nothing  less  than,  die  validity 
or  invalidity  of  the  Executory  limitation.  It  will  be  our 
business,  therefore,  in  as  brief  a  manner  as  is  consistent  with 
perspicui^^  to  ascertain  the  principal  distinctions  wUch  have 
been  established  in  relation  to  this  subject  Tliat  inqaiiy 
concluded,  our  next  object  will  be,  to  discover  the  dWerent 
exceptions  to  the  rule  rendering  void  limitations  after  an 
indefinite  fidlure  of  issue.  And  to  this  end,  it  will  be  con- 
venient, that  the  subject  should  receive  a  more  minute  or 
particular  distributicm. 


SuBDivisiaN  L 


Of  the  expressions  and  circumstances  giving  a  restricted 
construction  to  words  primarily  importing  an  indejinite 
failure  of  issue* 

InclinAiion  Off         Our  present  inquiry  must  be  premised  with  the  observa- 
coDstniction  of  tion,  that  the  law,  in  every  case  of  a  limitation  of  real  estate, 
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after  or  upon  the  failure  of  issue  of  a  person  (whether  taking  an  mddbite 
a  prior  estate  or  not,)  leans  to  the  constnietion  of  a  general  limitations  of 
or  kid^bttie  faikare^  w  opposed  to  one  limited  to  happen  ^^^^y* 
within  a  particnlar  time.     And  the  reason  assigned  for  this 
mdination  ifl»  that  in  all  cases  of  doubt  in  regard  to  the 
ooDstniction  of  limitations^  that  is  to  be  preferred,  which 
most  fiiTors  the  interests  of  the  heir^t-law. 

The  reason,  indeed,  fiiUs  &r  short  of  the  rule ;  for  it  is 
obfioos,  the  heir  gains  nothing  by  the  construction  of  an 
indefinite  fiedlure  of  issue,  except  in  those  cases  in  which  the 
limitation  is  not  preceded  by  any  gift  to  the  person  on 
&ilare  of  whoae  issue  it  is  to  take  efiect,  and  is,  therefore, 
void ;  and  not  eyen  then,  as  to  Umitations  in  willif  if  such 
penon  or  the  devisee  be  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator 
(wiien  an  estate-tail  is  raised,  upon  a  ground  quite  inde- 
pendent of  the  fevored  construction  in  question) ;  and  in 
the  cases  upon  deeds,  where,  for  want  of  words  of  procreation, 
or  of  the  word  <<  heirs,"  a  limited  estate  cannot  be  enlarged. 
In  all  other  cases,  either  the  first  taker  has  an  estate-tail,  and 
the  Executory  limitatioa  takes  effect  as  a  remainder  expectant 
upon  it,  or  the  estate  first  limited  becomes  absolute,  and  the 
Eieeatoiy  limitation  wholly  fidls ;  by  either  of  which  con-  idiomatic 
Btnictions,  it  is  manifest,  the  heir-at-law  derives  no  benefit  d"iS?'^''" 
whatever.  Although  such  is  the  kgal  comtructi<Hi,  however, 
of  the  words,  *'  dying  without  issue,"  unaccompanied  by  any 
nstrictive  expressions  or  circumstances,  there  can  be  no 
question,  that  according  to  the  common  and  ordinary  idiom 
and  construction  of  the  English  language,  independent  of 
any  technical  rules,  which  have  been  applied  to  the  inter- 
pretaUon  of  legal  instruments,  those  words  imply  a  failure 
of  issue  living  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  ancestor,  (u) 

Another  preliminary  observation  is,  that  as  between  a  testa-  And  in  wills, 
menlary  gift  mfeef  with  a  limitation-over  on  failure  of  issue  of  pres^ption  in 
the  fiiBt  taker,  and  a  similar  limitation-over  after  a  gift/or  Ufe,  ™'  ®' *^* 

(•)  See  Lord  DemnumH  jadgment  Lord  Maauifield  in  Denn  d.  Geaing 
'^  Dot  A,  Cadogan  v.  Ewari,  7  Ad.  v.  ShenUm,  1  Cowp.  410 ;  and  2  Pow. 
&  £L  467 ;  tad  also  otMerrations  of      Dev.  by  Jarm.  564. 
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incr  issue 
refer  to  p 
failure,  in 
limitatioiis 
of  real  estate. 


constmctton,  the  piCMiaaptioii  in^fiifor  of  the  construction  of  an  indefinite 
is  for  Ufe  only,  fatlore  of  istiKy  IS  Stronger  in  the  hitter  case,  tiuui  in  die 
-  fenner.  {v)  And  this,  because  the  restricted  coostraction, 
as  appHed  to  a  limitBtion  in  fee,  simply  has  the  eflfect  of  ren- 
dering that  fee  defeasible  on  the  dcnee  or  devisee  learing 
no  issue  livingat  the  time  of  his  decease,  and,  therefore, of 
validating  the  ulterior  gift^  which  will  be  ako  indestructible ; 
whereas,  if  the  first  gift  be>  for  life  only,  tho  oonsequeooe  of 
the  restricted  construction  i^  to  prevent  any  aihugement 
of  that  estate  into  an  estate-tail,  under  which  the  ime^ii 
any,  nUphi  tahe^  and,  at  the  same  time,  to  confme  the  bene- 
fits'for  the  ulterior  donee  or  devisee,  to  the  event  of  there 
being  no  issue  of  the  first  taker  living  at  the  time  of  his 
decease  ;  a  remit,  both  absurd  and  contrary  to  intention. 
Words « leav-        it  has  been  long  settled,  (as  the  reader  will  have  ah^y 

inff  issue  '*  •  • 

refer  to  general  leamt)  that  the  words,  'Meaving  issue,"  as  applied  to  real 

estate,  have  not  the  eflfect  of  restricting  the  feilure  of  ittiie 
to  a  dying  without  issue  living  at  the  dealh;  but  th^  a 
•limitation-over,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  a  person  **  irith- 
out  leaving  issue,''  most  bear  the  same  constructiony  as  if  the 
event  described  had  been,  a  death  ^  without  having  iBSOe," 
or,  **  without  issue,"  simply*  («o)  Thus,  in.  a  well-known 
cBse^  (x)  where  a  testator  gttve  die  residue  of  bis  real  and 
personal  estate,  to^iis  nephews^  W.  and  G.,  and  if  either  of 
them  should  de|)art  this  htd,  and  leao^  no  inue  of  iheir 
respective  bodies,  then  he  gave  the  said  premises  to  D. 
It  was  held,  that  as  to  the  freehold,  the  words,  ^Meeting 
issue,"  imported  a  general  failure  of  issue.     And  this  deci- 

(o)  2  Pow.  Dev.  by  Jarm.  583. 
Prior  on  **  Issue,**  71.  And  see  Wyld 
y.  lAintf,  \  Atk.  432]  SKmmim*  t. 
SimmaH$,  B  Sim.  22.      . 

(w)  See  PmdTs  note  to  F.  £<. 
Dev.  200  ;  Burt  Elem.  Comp.  224  ; 
Bemai^ks  of  Lord  LangdmliBf  H.  B., 
in  Dom.  Proc. ,  during  the  progress  of 
1  Vict.  c.  26>  through  Parliament, 
Hansard,  36  vol,  3rd  scries,  982.  One 


learned  writer  has*  however,  been 
bold  enough  to  advance  a  oootrtry 
doetrme,  'and  to  addno*  ui  itt  sup* 
..port,  two  oases»  one  of  widch  rests 
entirely  on  special  ciranpisuncei> 
while  the  other  ia  wholly  insiiplicsblft 
See  RaodeU  on  Ferpetailgri  pp.  l^i 
124. 

(x)  Forth  V.  CSu^mtm^  1  P.  Wois. 
667, 
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skmbas  \)ceu  cJLprcaHly  or  tacitly  eonfirmed  by  a  long  train 


ofnibaeqaent  authcxrities.  (y)    It  is  Unie,  that  Lord  Kemgon^  Cases  of  iv- 
on  one  occamon,  {z)  ezpressed  a  ccHitiaiy  opinion,  but  bis  and  Am  d. 
kMrdsbip's  deciBiaci  in  the  oaae  in  qoestion  is  capable  of  ^^^^^ 

other  grounds,  which  we  will  proced  to  noUee.    The  case 

w«  this:  a  testator  devised  unto  his  son.  P.,  his  heiis  and 

asHgns  fiar  ever,  a  oertain  messuage,  and  declared  his  will, 

that  in  case  his  said  sod,  P.,  should  happen  to  die  ^  leaving 

no  issue  behind  him,"  then  his  (the  testator's)  wife  should 

receive  the  rents,  &&,  during  her  widowhood,  and  after  her 

decease  or  marriage,  then  the  testator  devised  the  property 

to  his  SOD,  D.,  in  fee,  chargeable  with  the  payment  of  50L 

a-pieoe  to  his  dan^ters  and  their  issue,  within  a  twelve^ 

mcnth  after  D.  should  so  enjoy  the  same ;  but  in  case  D. 

should  happen  to  die  before  P»,  and  P.  should  not  leave  any 

issue  of  his  body  begottex^  then  the  testator's  will  was,  that 

the  property  dbould  be  sold,  and  the  produce  equally  divided 

between  his  six  dau^ters  and  their  issues.     On  a  case  sent 

from  Chancery,  the  CSourt  of  B.  R.  certified,  that  P.  took  an 

estate  ia  fcey  with  an  Executory  devhe  in  fevor  of  the 

tcatatM's  son^  D.,  in  the  event  ^>ecified*     The  Chief  Justice 

(Lord  Ken]f(m)  in  his  judgment,  much  relied  upon  the  words, 

**  behind  him»  "  as  necessarUy  importing,  that  the  testator 

meant  a  fiukue  of  issue  '^  at  the  time  of  his  son's  death ;" 

and  he  said,  that  the  subsequent  parts  of  the  will  also  oon>* 

veyed  the  same  idea,  for  the  devisor  mentioned  (or,  as  has 

been  suggested,  treated)  the  event  as  likely  to  happen  in 

the  lifetime  of  his  widow.     The  special  words  in  this  case, 

(^>  WmUirr.  Drmo^  1  Cora.  Rep.  KnotoU^  1   B.  &  Ad.  324.     Dm  v. 

yiX     Dmm  d.  G^erhtg  V.   Shmitam^,  1  Luert^  8  Bing.  386.     Doe  d.  Cado^ 

Ctm^  410.     SsmUy  ▼.  SUmehomwe^  gam  v.   Ewari,  1  A£L  it  EIL   636. 

%  ?€•  ST.  611.     Dtdwiry  t.  Dahtirf^  f^ank»  T.  Priee^  3  Bear.  182.     Doe  d. 

^T.  it  307.    Tmmgd.AsMr^'-^ffor,  Todd  y.  Duednay,  S  M,  Si  VT.  GQO, 

n  East,  253.     Dant^  ▼.  Grijfiihs,  j532. 

4  Mao.  k   8et«.  61.     Crooke  ▼.  De  {x)  In   Porter  v.  Bradley,  3  T.  B. 

nadb,  9  Ves.    197,  203.     Doe  t.  143. 


194  LIMITATIONS  OlT  BR^TT  [cHA|>.  XV. 

(^^  behind  biin«^  in  addition  to  the  woftl»  *'  leaviog/^)  it  ma; 
be  obserYedy  form  qiiile  a  sufficient  grouiid  tot  the  denying 
the  construction  of  an  indefinite  £edhire  of  isBuei  (a)  and 
the  decision^  therefore^  fbnna  an  authoritj  for  the  potion, 
thf^t  the  wordsy  ^*  behind  hiin»r  are  sufficient  tareatnon.  iHe 
^lui9e  of  ifaue  to  a  dying  .without  issue  £ying.at  thfs  d0ath» 
andy  it  is  submitt^d^  for  nothiipig:nioiie..(i)    But  even  shoidd 
i^  be.thoQght^  tlpat.tbe  decision  in  Pwttw,\^  Bradkg  laid 
dlown  the  doctrine^  tibat  the  woids»  ^  leavii^  iasne^"  in  a 
liinitatipo-cverof  roalesta^^coofiiie  tbe.dyingwkhont  issue 
to  a  failure  at  the  death  of  the  ancestor,  subflijequent  judges  (i?) 
have  too  intelligibly  expusssed.  their  diaapprorval  of  such  a 
doctrinal  in  geneiali  »fid  of  the  case  of  Pert$r  v.  JSwadlegf 
in  particular,  so  far  as  it  may  tend  to  sij^pport  it»  to  allow  of 
that  case  being  supposed  to  possess  any  authority  upon  the 
partipplar  questicxi' under  oonsidnation,  at  the  preBent  day. 
The  only  other  case  in  seeming  opposition  to  the  current  of 
authorities  upon  d>is  siitgect,  ia  iKaatd*  Sheen  v.  Jefferfii{i) 
decided  in  B.  B.,  VikePaH^r  v.  Bradley ^  while  Lord.  JCmyoa 
waa  Chief  Justice.    In  that  case,  there  was  a  deviae^over  of 
Ufa^etiaies  .to  persons  tn  esfe,  in  case  a  previous  devisee  in 
fee  ^^  should  depart  thia  life  and  leave  no  issue;"  asMi  it  was 
held>  that  the  limitationTov^rtook  effsci  as  an.  Executory 
devise.    Lord  Ken§^an^  after  making  ad  observMOiB^  to  the 
effect  that  the  word,  *^  leaving,"  ought  to  operate  torconfiae 
the  failure  of  issue  .to  a  dymg  without  issue,  living  .«t  die 
d(9atht  grounded  the  .decision  of  the  Court,  principaOy^  on 
the  testator's  intefUion  to  confine  the  fiolitre  of  isMie  to  the 
death  of  the  first  taker,  as  gathered  fixnn  the  citcmnatance, 

(a)  See    the    obsenration    of    Le  Eldtm^  in  Crooke  y.  De  Vemdet,  9  Ve?. 

.Aloiie,  J^  In  3Wmf  d.  Jpaf  ▼.  il^or,  T97 ;  of  Sir  WOfSam  Ofnnt,'hk  Blinm 

M  aupra ;  and  of  Lord  UmiMni,  in  t.  Batom^  19  Yes.  77 ;  of  Lord  Ikn- 

Ikn  d.  Cadogtm  ▼.  Rwm^  7  Ad.  &  iiMm,ln  Dct  d.  OMsyvm  r.  ISwai,  «6t 

Ell.  S6D.  ntpra ;  and  of  Lord  Abinifer,  in  Dct 

(6)  PoMdTii  note  to  F.  Ex.  Der.  d.  Bktardr.  Shuptom,  3  Soott,  N.  S. 

4ih  edit.  209.    2  Pow.  J>ev.  bj  Jann.  774. 

S76.  (J)  7  T.  R.  589. 

(c)  See  the  observations  of  Lord 
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that  the  persons  to  whom  the  devised  piufieftv  wm  ghen 
orer,  w^e  in  existence  at  tbe  date  of  the  wffl,  and  that  Kfe- 
estates  only  were  grven  to  dmn.  Hie  case  of  Roe  d. 
5!t«0r9  V.  JeJ^heg^  therefiwe,  fike  ks  pfedeeesaar,  J\^rier  t. 
Bradley,  must  be  conndered  as  proeeediog  oolr  oo  its 
peculiar  cmiunstanceSy  and  as  in  no  degree,  oppigning'  the 
general  ttde  as  to  the  constmetion  to  be  pet  upon  tbewovd, 
^lesnng,^  above  stated.  Of  this  case^  Load  Dewmmm,  m 
delivering  the  jndgtnent  of  Bl  R.  in  a  leoent  case,  (r)  ob» 
served, — ^  if  snpportaMe  at  aB,  it  can  only  be  ao^  on  the 
groond  of  the  devise-over  being  of  life  estates*  (/) 

And  not  only  » it  an  nndeniaUe  nde  of  law,  that  a  limi-  AaJhwilh, 
ta&m-over  after  the  death  of  a  peiaon  vrithoot  leaving  isMte, 
nnaocompanied  by  any  lestrietive  expieanons  or  cinsnm- 
stanoes,  imports  an  indefinite  fiuluie  of  nne;  hot  it  may  U^e*' 
also  be  laid  down  with  safety,  that  an  Ezecotofy  limitatian 
in  friUty  to  lake  eflSsct  after  die  death  of  a  peflson  wiikomt 
kcuring  ckitdrenj  impliaa  a  dyii^  without  issue,  generslly,  of 
sock  person,  {g)  It  is  true,  in  the  ofdidaiy  and  proper  sense 
of  the  word,  '<  children,''  it  meane  die  immediate  descendants 
ofapenon^  as  ooptr»diBtingnished  from,  ^^jsaoe  f  bot  in  its 
legal  signification,  as  applied  to  testamentaiy  instmments, 
(mrieai  the  manifest  intent  leqoires  a  diAeventoonBtnietion,) 
itkextended  to  all  the  desoendanfa,  whether  mediate  or  im- 
mediate, of  the  ancestor.  (A)  Let  os  suppose,  therefere,  a 
deviie  to  A*  and  his  heirsi  and  if  he  shoold  ^  witboot 
ieavaig  a  <shild  or  chikben,  then  over  to  B.  and  his  beits ; 
as  die  words,  ^'ehHd  or  children,''  are  synonymous  vrith, 
'^inne^*  A.  will  take  an  estate^taii,  with  remainder  in  fee  to 
B.,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  implication  of  estates-tail, 
before  considered.     Qr,agBin,  if  land  vrere  devised  to  A.  and 

(c)  Dm  <L  CadogoM  v.  Ewart^  ii6t  (A)  ITyW^   case,   6   Rep.   17  a. 

if^  MVHSti^wideit4w^^2\%.        ▼.  CkvfMficA,  4  T*  R.  74 U 1  n.  Bad- 
(S)  Dmd.  Smiik  ▼.  Wdfber,  I  K       e&ffk  t.  Bwekky,  10  Ves.  201.    Dm 
hhilllX     DQ%A^BkmTd^,Smpm      d.  Smith  r.  WMtr^  ubi  twpra. 

o  2 
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his  heirs^  afler  the  death  of  B.  withoat  leaving  cbildxen,  as  the 

words,  f*  without  leaving  children^"  import  a  general  failure 

of  issue,  the  limitation  to  A.  (unless  either  he  or  B.  were  the 

testator's  heir,  in  which  case  an  estate-tail  would  be  raised 

in  the  first  taker,)  would  be  void  for  remoteness. 

But  not  in  It  is  to  be  observ^,  however,  that  this  extension  of  the 

meaning  of  the  word,  "  children,"  obtaina  only  in  f;^stameq- 

tary  dispositions ;  for  in  •deeds^  in  regard  to  which  a  stricter 

construction  of  wonis  and  limitations  prevails,  there  is  no 

doabt»  that  the  word,  '^  children,"  would  be  confined  to  the 

immediate  deacendauts  of  the  ancestor ;  unless  there  were 

some  accompanying  expression,  evidencing,  that  the  word 

was  used  in  an  enlarged  sense,  (i) 

Words,  *Meav-       And  although  in  the  case  of  wills,  the  general  import  of 

^n^ia  \v\)\b,  '   ^  word  is  not  restrained  to  the  immediate  ofispring,  with* 

^^nedUo        outsome  controlling  expressions;  it  would  yet  seem,^hat 

inunediate        ezpreflsions  or  cincumstances  which  would  not  of  themselves 

offapring,  than,  ,«».  /viii  •  /•! 

"leaving is.      be  sufficient  to  confine  the  legal  acceptation  of  the  term. 


sue." 


'^  issue,"  to  a  failure  of  issue  at  the  death,  would  have  greater 

force,  when  brought  to  bear  upon  the  words,  ^^  without  leaving 

children,"  as  contra-'distinguished  firom  iasue. 

Words  primar-       Whatever  the  words  in  which  a  dying  without  issue  is 

L^i^l^^^!]^  expressed,  and  however  genend  or  indefinite  the  &ilure  in- 

may  be  con-      dicated  by  them,  (whether  they  be,  **  die  without  issue,"  or, 

•ccoBpanying    <<  without   having   issue,"  or,   '^  before   having   issue/'   or, 

exSS*°**°    "  without  leaving  issue,")  their  force  is  always  liable  to  be 

circumstances,   controlled,  and  their  general  import  restrained,  either  by 

expresnons  incorporated  into  the  limitation  itself,  or  by  any 

circumstances  dehart  or  extrinsic  to  the  gift,  arising  on  the 

face  of  the  instrument,  in  relation  either  to  the  land,  or  to 

the  donee  or  devisee. 

1.  Charge  of  a       !•  Among  the  circumstances  to  which  this  controlling  or 

mottf^^T'    »pstraining  force  belongs,  is  that  of  a  cliarge  of  a  legacy,  or 

(0  See  Wyth  v.  Blackman,  I  Ves.  sr.  it  being  associated  with  words  which 

196  ;  S  C.  Ambl.  665;  where  Ix>rd  plainly  showed,  that  more  remote  off- 

I/ardwicke  construed  the  word,  **  chil-  spring  were   intended   to  be  desig* 

dren,"  in  a  deed  to  mean,  '*  issue  ;**  nated. 
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sum  of  money,  to  be  paid  to  any  person  Damed  in  the  in*  limiutioiis 

stnitnent,  by  the  person  entitled  under  the  Ezecntoty  li»  ie»oo. 

mitation,  upon  his  future  estate  Testing  in  poGsession.     The 

reason  is,  that  such  a  diaige  intends  a  personal  provision, 

and  points  to  a  proximate  events  as  the  time  of  its  taking 

effect  (if  at  all)  in  favor  of  the  person  for  whom  it  is  made. 

It  is  aligned,  that  if  the  don<»'  or  testator  had  in  his  view  so 

remote  an  event  as  an  indeBnite  fiiilure  of  issue,  he  would 

scarcely  think  of  making  a  pecuniary  provision  for  persons 

in  esse,  the  motive  to  provide  for  whom  is  entirely  personal; 

and  the  improbability  of  such  an  intention  in  the  author  of  the 

gift  is  regarded  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  as  of  sii£Scient  weight 

to  counterbalance  the  ordinary  l^;al  construction,  which 

also,  in  some  measure,  proceeds  upon  a  presumed  intention* 

The  case  which  established  {k)  tbb  doctrine,  is  that  of  Doe  Cue  ^  Dm 

d.  Smith  y.  Webber,  (/)  decided  in  B.  IL,  during  the  time   wMer.  "' 

Lord  EUenborough  was  Chief  Justice.     The  case  was : 


{h)  The  case  of  NUhoU  ▼.  Hooper^ 
1  P.Wms.  198,  is  not  here  cited  or 
Boticed  es  an  cudiority,  as,  in  a  note 
eoQUmed  in  Mr.  Gut's  edition  of  those 
reports,  it  is  stated,  that  the  decision 
was  afterwards  reversed  in  the  House 
of  Lords:  and  see  remarks  oa  that 
cne,  2  Pow.  Dev.  hj  Jann.576, 677. 
And  the  case  of  Beauelerk  v.  Dor- 

r,  2  Ath.  308,  also  shows,  that  the 
cHed  in  the  text  was  not  the  Irst 
io  which  the  e&ct  of  a  charge  of 
money  upon  an  ulterior  devisee,  after 
a  dying  without  issue,  was  considered* 
Theme  tettator  beqneethed  thus  t-^ 
**  M.  J}^  1  make  m;  sole  heir  and 
aecotriz :  if  she  dies  without  issue, 
then  to  go  to  G.  B. ;  he  to  pay  to  D. 
K  &000L  Ac'*  Lord  Bardmttm 
said:—"  With  regard  to  D.  B/s 
500(tf.,  something  plausible  might  be 
said,  if  thb  was  to  be  construed  as 
oMtlj  personal  to  her,  and  by  way  of 
prorawNi  as  a  portion,  and  not  to 
arise  onJeM  X>.  B.  survived  M.  D. ; 


for,  then,  indeed,  a  strong  argument 
might  be  drawn  from  thence,  to  show 
the  testator's  mwuiing  was,  to  ooofiae 
the^  dying  without  issue  of  M.  D.  to 
the  time  of  her  death.     But  this  be- 
ing annexed  by  way  of  condition  to 
the  devise  to  G.  B.»  BMikcs  it  a  vested 
legacy,  and  transmissible,  though  not 
payable  till  a  future  time,  which  takes 
away  all  the  argament  that  migbl  be 
raised  from  its  being  personal  to  her 
only ;  for  a  death  before  the  contin- 
gency happens  will  not  defeat  the 
legacy. "    This  opmton  of  I^ird  /Tufd* 
tpiekt  must  have  becndelivered  without 
due  attention  to  the  case  of  Pinbuty 
V.  EVdrtj  stated  infrh,  sec.  3,  which 
had  been  decided  twenty-three  yean 
previously,  and  in  which  a  bequest  of 
a  legacy,  under  similar  circumstances 
to  those  of  Beauelerk  v.  Dorthtr,  was 
assigned  as  a  reason  for  a  restricted 
interpretation  of  words  importing  a 
failure  of  issue. 

(0  I  B.  &  Aid.  713. 
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testator  devised  to  M.  H.  her  hebs  and  assigns  fer  ever,  and 
in  cade  M.,  H.  riiould  happen  to  die,  and  leave  no  child  or 
children,  then  to  J;  B.  and  her  heirs  for  ever,  faying  ike 
turn  of  lOOOi;  to  the  executor  or  executors  of  M.  H.^  or^  to 
such  person  as  M.  It.  ^utd  by  her  mil  appoint.  It  was 
held,  that  this  was  not  the  devise  of  an  estate-tml  lo  M.  H., 
but  of  an  estate  in  fee  to  M.  H,,  widi  a  good  Execotorj 
devise  to  J,  B.,  in  case  M.  H.  died  leaving  no  issoe  at  her 
death ;  it  having  been  determined  in  the  same  case,  that 
.  the  words,  ^  child  or  chitdren,"  must  be  construed  to  mean, 
<<  fesue.''  The  grounds  of  this  judgment  ara  thus  tersely 
stated  by  the  Chief  Justice  :—<'  The  payment  of  lOOCML 
being  a  pexaonid  provision,  the  event  contemplated  by  the 
testator  seems  *  to  baive  been  a  proaimate,  and  not  a  lemotei 
event,  namely,  lUi  indefinite  failure  of  issoe,  which  might 
happen  at  any  n^mote  period*"  The  next  <!ase  bearing  upon 
this  point,  though  not  so  satisfiictofy  an  authority  as  diat  of 
Doe  v.  Webber^  is  yet  worthy  of  notice,  as  being  one  of 
the  veiy  few  furnished  by  our  Reports,  in  which  it  has  been 
Cue  of  Doe  d.  considered  or  discussed.  In  Doe  d.  King  v.  Frosty  (m)  a  tes* 
tator,  having  a  son  and  daughter,  and  the  latter  having 
scTeral  children,  devised  to  his  (the  testator's)  son,  W«  F.,  in 
fee,  and  if  he  should  have  no  children,  or  child,  or  issue, 
the  said  estate  was,  on  the  decease  of  W.  F.y  to  heoome  the 
property  of  the  heir-at-law,  subject  to  such  legaciee  as  fF.  F. 
might  leave  to  the  younger  branches  of  the  family.  It  was 
a^udged  by  the  Court  of  B.  R.,  that  W.  F,  took  under  this 
will  an  estate  in  fee,  with  an  Executory  devise^^ver  to  the 
person  who,  on  the  happening  of  the  event  contemplated  by 
the  will,  should  be  the  heir^t-law  of  the  testator.  la 
this  Cade,  it  will  be  observed,  that  as  independently  of  the 
charge  of  legacies  upon  the  person  entitled  under  the  Eze- 
cutory  limitation,  that  limitation  itself  was  expreasod  to  take 
effect  on  the  decease  of  the  person,  in  the  event  of  whose 

<«)  3  B.  &  AkL  S4($. 
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death  witboot  isBoe,  the  property  was  giYen  oyer,  less 
doabl  oodld  be  entertained  otlbe  character  of  the  &3iiie  of 
issue  intended  by  the  testator.  Ab,  however,  the  eventual 
dhaige  of  legacies  was  uiged  at  the  bar,  in  &vor  of  the 
coBstroction  adopted  by  the  Coof^  and  refeiied  to  by  the 
jodgesn  wkhcoit  any  exception  bmng  taken  by  ttem  to  the 
fivee  attached  to  it  in  Dos  v.  Webber^  the  hitter  case  may 
not  improperly  be  considered  as  oonfinned  by  the  adjudi* 
cation  in  Doe  ▼.  FrofL 

In  these  two  cases,  it  happened,  that  the  sum  of  nioney  Nocneceanry 
to  be  paid  by  the  devisee^ver,  was  chained  in  &vor  of  the  be  made  m^ 
nominee,  legatee^  qt  executor,  of  the  first  devisee.  It  JSw^t? 
should  seem^  however,  that  this  doctrine  does  not  depend  °<'™^  ^. 
upoQ  any  such  connexion  between  the  pecEon  in  whose  fiivor 
the  chaige  b  mad^  and  the  first  tdier ;  fbr  it  proceeds  on 
the  simple  ground  of  a  peisooal  pcovision  being  intended  (n) 
The  vrriter  remembers  axsase^  where  the  testator  devised  Us 
Isndsto  G.  M.  in  fee,chaiged  with  legacies ;  and  in  case  the 
devise  duNild  d^>art  this  life  without  leaving  any  issue 
hwMy  begotten,  then  the  testator  devised.tbe  property  to 
W.  W.  in  fee,  '^but  subject  and. liable  with  the  fiirther  psy« 
ment  of  the  sum  of  600/.,  as  tbermna&ei  ooeutioned.''  The 
testator  then  proceeded  to  bequeath  various  other  Iega<;ies  to. 
that  sflwooty  and  directed  them  to  be  paid  to  the  legatees, 
'^within  two  years  irfker  the  decease  of  the  said  G.  M."  The 
opinion  of  an  eminent  conveyancer  upon  this  devise  was, 
that  by  force  of  the  ^  of  the  800i;„  to  be  paid  within  two 
years  after  the  decease.of  G.  31.,  he  took  an  estate  in  fee, 
Bsbj^ct  to  an  Executory  devlse-ovcx,  in  the  event  of  hia 
denth  without  leaving  issue  liviog^at  that  time. 

It  most  be  further  noted^  in  leferonce  to  the  cases  of  Nor  tliat  the 
Doe  V.  WeUier^aaADoe  v«  Froit^  that  the  fact  of  t^  si^ms  immediuel j  on 
charged  not  being  necessarily  raisable  immediately  after  the  ^"on7ertbg*iii 

possession, 
(a)  An  inference  ^  this  kind  roay       Rolfej  6.,  in  Doe  d.  Todd  ▼.  Vuetbury, 
be  drcwn  fnnn  ffowtUm  ▼.  Ivest  2      8  M.  &  W.  51 4,  stated  and  obsenred 
Edea,  216.     Sed  wk^  ofasenratioos  of      upon,  infra,  pp.  207,  208. 
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Ex^cutoi;j;  limitation.ve£iUng  in  poasessioiij  butj.possiblj,  ^a 
mudi  remoter  periods  does  not  diminish  the  force  of  the 
charge,,  as:  restricting,  a  dying  witboul  issue  to  a  failure, if 
i9su0  at  the  death.  For  it  is  evident,  that  in,  the  JEbnner.caB^ 
under  the  will  of  M.  H.,.the  first. takcri  (and  to  wboai  the 
power  of  appointing  the  suiaof  JOOQ^  was.  given)  the  sum 
n)ight  not  have  been  xfireoted  .to  be  jraised  uQtil  th^..  death  of 
a  petBon  or  persons  in'ess0y  or  other  period  cuH  too  ^remote ; 
and  in  the  latter  oase,  the  pajment.of  the  legacies,  whi^ 
W«  F.  was  empowered •  to  leave  to. the  youi^ger  membem  of 
the  fiiniilyt  might  have  been  also:  postponed  for  a  period 
within  the  allowed  limits.  Nors  perhaps,  ougkl  this  pgesible 
posjtponetnent  of  the  payment  of  the  sum  chaig^d^  to  be  al** 
lowed  any  weight,  if  it  be  remembereili  that,  it  is  equally 
open  to  the  peison  in  whom  the  power  of  appointment  (or 
distriJ^ion  or  sekjotion)  is  vested,,  to  direct  an  immediai^ 
payment ;  and  that  the  probabiUttfi  or,  even,  p^HibifUf/ii  of 
such  immediate  payment  must  be  considered  to  have  been 
in  the  mind  of  the  author  of  the  gift,  and  to  be,  therefore, 
of  equal  force,  as  an  evidence  of  his  intention,  with  a  dmc- 
Hon- for  immediate  payment 
Cwe  of  Dwik  ,  Three  cases  remain  to  be  noticed,  upon  the  doctrine  we 
have  been. considering,  which  may  seem  to  lay  it  under  very 
important  restrictions.  The  first  is  that  of  Dunk  v.  /en- 
ner,  (o)  where  a  testator  gave  the  income  of  his  real  and 
personal  estate,  to  his  daughter  for  Ufe,  and  at  her  decease, 
he  gave  unto  her  heirs,  all  his  real  and  personal  estate,  to  be 
equally  divided  among  them,  as  tenants  in  common ;  should 
his  daughter  have  but  one  child,  such  child  was  to  take  the 
whole ;  but  if  his  daughter  should  die  mihoui  is$ue,  then, 
at  her  decease,  the  testator  bequeathed  ^evertU  legacies  to 
various  persons,  and  proceeded  to  dispose  of  his  real  and 
personal  estate  thus :— "  At  my  daughter's  decease  without 
issue,  all  my  goods  and  effects  of  every  kind  shall  be  sold, 
aud  the  said  legacies  paid,  and  a  sum  suflScient  to  prodnce 

(0)  2  Aus>.  &  My.  6^7. 
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I5(NL  per  ttnoinift  invested;  the  interest  to  be  paid  to  air 

siid  flon-in-law  for  life :  ml  ray  dmgliler%(  decease  witiioiii 

jBBue,  all*  mj  red  estates  sbaS  be  8old»  onlesB  their  lents 

prodaee  a  sum  equal  to  the  interest  of  the  money  d^r 

wcmM  fetch,  ib  whieh  case  they  shaB  not  be  sold  ontfl 

^ler  the  decease  of  my  hrotfaera  or  sisters  »  hernnafter 

sC&ied ;  alt  the  residoe  (rf*  my  peraonal  estate,  indnding  that 

which  tiriaes  fiora  my  real  estates,  shoidd  they  be  sold  at 

my  daughterV  decease,  shall  be  invested,  and  the  prodoee 

be  dtTHied  into  feor  parts.     iSionld  my  real  estates  lemain 

unsoH^  then  the  interest  arish^  firom  the  peisonal  estate, 

«kl  tlk  the  rentB  of  the  real  estate,  flhaU  be  divided  into 

foof'parta;  and  in  either  case^  I  give  one-foorth  to  my 

brother,  and  one*fourth  to  each  of  my  two  sisten,  U>  be 

paid  %o  my  ssad  brother  and  asters  far  fife ;  and  at  the 

decease  of  eidier  of  them,  sndi  three  pails  diall  be  equally 

divided  between  the  survivors  and  snrviv<M'  for  life.*    The 

testator  then  disposed  of  the  remaining  one-fourth,  and  also 

of  the  other  three^fourths,  and  the  capital  producing  the 

aonuity,  after  the  deterrainatifHi  of  the  prior  interests^   The 

testator's  daughter  died  without  issue.    It  was  held,  that 

the  daughter  took  an  e9taie-iaU  in  the  feeelmld  estates, 

widi  remainder  to  the  trustees  in  trust  to  sell,  and  that  she 

took  the  absolute  interest  in  the  personalty,  and  that  the 

realty  and  personalty  were  to  contribute  equally  to  the  pay^ 

meni  of  the  legacies  and  armuity.     Tins  decision  has  been  Obsemtions 

so  justly  and  cogendy  observed  upon  by  the  learned  authiM*  of  j^!]^. 

a  treatise  on  the  construction  of  the  class  of  limitations  under 

consideration,  diat  no  better  commentary  will  be  attempted 

in  this  place.     **  The  gifts  over,"  observes  Mr.  Prior,  {p) 

^were  all  dependent  upon  the   evetit  of  the   daughter 

djing  without  issue;  the  gifts  of  the  real  estate,  and  of  the 

kgades  and  annuity,  so  far  as  they  were  charged  upon  the 

realty,  were  in  any  case  valid :  for  if  the  fiiilore  of  issue,  on 

wMeh  they  depended,  was  indefinite,  they  would  take  eflect 

by  way  of  remainder,  after  an  estate-tail  in  the  daughter: 

(p)  On  « Issue,"  p.  79. 
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if  the  :faUiHre  of  issue  referred  to  was  such  as  would  take 
place  at  a  lioiked  period,  they  would  euure  by  way  of 
Ezeoutocy  devise.  The  validity,  however,  of  the  gift  of  the 
personaltyi  and  o£  the  legacies  and  amiuityy  as  far  as.  they 
were  chaiqged  upon  it,  depended  endrdy  upon  the  oonstmc- 
tion  to  be  given  to  the  expression,  *  dying  without  issue :' 
if  an  indefinite  fiuku^  of  issue  were  refecved  to,  the  gift 
must,  in  every  events  be  void ;  if  a  limiled  fiulurc,  it  would  be 
go«Mi  The  deciaiosi,  therefore,  thai;  the  dangler  took  an: 
estate-tail  with  remainders,  in  the  real  estate,  that  the^ft^ 
over  of  ibe  corpus  of  the  personally  was  voidy  but  that  the 
legacies  and  annuity  ^exe  well  charged^  not  only  on  Che 
realt]^  but  also  on  the  personalty,  is  neeessarily  a  decidioo, 
that  in  the  gifts  of  the  real,  and  of  the  corpm  of  the  personal, 
estate,  an  indefinite  faUuie  of  issue  was  r^ferted  to^  but  that 
the  legacies  and  annuity  were  made  ^to  depend  on  a  £ttlore 
of  issue  at  the  d^i^hter's  death.  There  is  some  difficulty 
in  making  out  the  aground  on  which  this  double  meaning 
was  attiibuted  to  the  ^dyiog  without  issue.'  The  first 
gift  is  of  the  legacies,  and  there  the  expression  is,  <  if  she 
shall  die  without  issue,  thea  at  her  deocatel  give  the  hgk^ 
cies  ;*  this^  according  to  the  cases  before  cited,  was  sufficient 
to  restrict  the  fidlure  of  issue  to  the  time  of  her  death.  The 
next  limitation  is,  'at  my  daughter's  decease  without  issue, 
my  goods  and  effects  are  to  be  sold,  the  taid  legacies  paid, 
and  a  sum  sufficient  to  produce  an  annuity  invested*'  The 
wi(»ds,  *at  my  daij^hter's  decease  without  issue,'  would, 
probably,  by  themselves,  mean,  upon  failure  of  her  issue  at 
anyjtime,  as  they  are  only  another  form  of  the  expression, 
'when  she  shall  die  without  issue;'  but  the  directam,  that 
the  Moii  legacies  were  then  to  be  paid,  which  were  before 
given  at  tiie  daughUr^^  decease,  vho^u,  that  the  testalor  was 
in  this  case- also  mfeiring  t)o  the  death  of  his  daughter,*  as  the 
time  when  the  assue  was  lo  fiui.  The  expression  in  date  next 
sentence  is  the  same, — *  at  my  daughter's  decease  vnthout 
issue,  the.  real  estates  to  be  sold.'  As  this  before  referred 
'  to  a  fidlure  of  issue  at  the  daughter's  death,  there  is  no 
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reason  why  it  should  not  have  the  same  nKMBiiog  here; 
bttides,  the  testator  afterwaids  nefen  to  the  leal  estates 
bebg  sold  *  ai  hU  daughiet^i  deaik^  and  in  the  same  sen- 
tenoe  as  this  eXpi^easioD,  he  pves  his  penonal  estate  aad  the 
prodoee  of  his  Teal  estate.  It  would  seem,  thescfim,  dMt 
as  m  ^  gift  of  die  legacieB,  the  testator  tefers  to  a  fiulme 
of  iasae  at  the  dac^hterV  death,  he  does  so  equaUy  in  the 
latter  daiises  of  the  will;  and  the  pn^per  dedsion  would 
apjsear  to  have  been,  that  the  dai^^r  took  the  xeal  and 
peiBooal  estate  afaBolntely,  subject  to  an  Ezecntoiy  devise- 
orer,  on  her  dyif^  without  issue  at  the  time  of  her  death.'* 

Iliese  obaerratious,  it  will  be  perceived,  more  imm^ 
(liately  lefer  to  the  effiict  of  the  ezpfession,  ^  aft^  the 
<leeea8e,''  or  the  Kke,  introduced  into  gifts  cm  a  fiiilnre  of 
ittus;  a  subject  which  will  be  presently  noticed.  But 
they  folly  prove,  that  the  case  is  open  to  question,  so  fiv 
tt  it  may  eifect  the  doctiine  of  a  restricted  fiulure,  grounded 
on  a  ehsige  of  money ;  for,  the  more  aztravagant  the  de«- 
cisioii  88  to  the  fimner  point,  the  less  wei^t  can  it  possess 
upon  the  latter.  But  the  most  important  ctrcumstance  is, 
tiist  the  efSecX  of  the  chaige  of  money  was  not  even  pre- 
sented to  the  notice  of  the  Court,  and  does  not^  diere&re, 
appear  to  ha'ie  at  dl  aUtracted  its  attention* 

The  next  esse  callinff  for  special  notice  is  that  of  i>o«  d.  Cueoriioed. 

o  r  Capei.Walktr. 

Ospe  T.  Walker^  {q)  reoendy  referred  to^  (r)  where  a  testator^ 
having  bequeathed  legacies  Vb  bis  son  and  daughter  by 
a  seeond  marriage,  and  his  granddaughter,  M.,  the  child  of 
ha  seeoad  son  by  the  first  marriage,  devised  as  follows  :-^ 
"In  case  it  d»uld  happen  that  my  son  W."  (who  wafpiie 
eUestybut  to  Whoni  no  express  devise  was  made,)  ^*  should 
depart  this  Hie,  and  leavmg  no  beini  lawfiilly  begotten,  and 
tittt  say  fveeludd  messuage  and  tenement  situate,  &c., 
dxmld  M'  bj  descetit  unto  my  -granddaughter,  M^  and  she 
inhent  and  possess  the  same,  dien  I  order  and  direct  and 

Cf)  2  ttvR,  N.  8.  317.  (r)  run  iupm,  p,  ISS. 
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my  Will  is,  th&t  my  granddaughter,  M.,  sJmU  pay  or  caute  to 
be  paid,  out  of  my  freehold  messiKige  aforesaid,  the  sum  of 
4O0L  of  lawful  money,  viz.,  2002.  to  my  son,  J.,  and  200/. 
nnto  my  daughter,  G. ;  the  same  to  be  paid  tvithin  twelve 
months  after  she,  my  granddaughter,  M*,  comes  into  possession 
of  the  said  estate  ;^  with  a  power  for  the  two  l^tees  to 
enter  and  sell  the  devised  property,  in  case  of  default  in 
payment  of  the  sums  given  to  them,  at  the  time  appointed. 
W.  having  died  without  issue,  the  property  was  claimed  by 
the  coheiresses  of  M.,  against  a  devisee  under  the  will  of  W. 
The  Court  of  C.  6.,  as  has  been  already  stated,  held,  (to 
reverse  the  order  in  which  its  opinions  were  declared)  that 
as  the  estate  would  have  descended  upon  M.,  but  for  the 
devise  made  by  W.  in  his  lifetime,  the  reasonable  construc- 
tion of  the  testator's  dispositions  was,  that  he  intended  to 
direct,  that  if  his  heir-at-law  should  not  exercise  his  power 
of  disposing  of  the  estate,  in  consequence  of  which  tbe 
estate  should  descend,  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word,  to 
M.,  she  should  out  of  the  estate  pay  certain  legacies ;  and 
that,  therefore,  there  was  no  gift  to  M.,  in  any  event    This 
obviously,  rendered  it  nnnecessaiy,  expressly  to  determine, 
whether,  had  there  been  a  devise  to  M.  in  the  words  of  the 
will,  the  heir  would  have  taken  an.  estate-tail,  by  reason  of 
the  failure  of  issue  expressed  being  indefinite,  or  not     But 
the  Court  observed,  that  it  appeared  to  be  the  necessary 
construction  of  the  words  of  the  devise,  **  that  if  my  son  W. 
should  depart  this  life,  ftc,"  that  those  words  pointed  to  an 
ihdefinite  failure  of  issue  of  his  son,  from  which  an  estate- 
ObMTvationg      tai^might  be  implied.     Now,  it  will  be  observed,  that  the 
rw  ^  »w*      ^ff^ct  ^^  ^^^  opinion  entertained  by  the  Court  upon  the 
pomt  as  to  the  existence  of  an  express  gift  to  the  grand- 
daughter,  rendered  it  perfectly  immaterial  to  those  who 
claimed  under  her,  whether  the  failure  of  issue  of  the  son 
contemplated  by  the  testator,  was  indefinite,  or  not;  for 
even  if  it  were  deemed  to  be  confined  to  the  sun^s  death, 
still,  as  there  was  no  gifl  to  the  granddaughter,  the  happen- 
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ing  oC  the  cTeot  would  not  give  beri  or  those  claiming  under 
her,  any  titles  And,  further^  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  the 
otmslructioii  of  the  heir  taking  an  estate-tail,  with  remainder 
in  fee  to  the  granddaaghter»  was  the  oqly  one  pressed  upon 
the  eon^deration  of  the.  Court,  although  that,  of  the  son 
taking  a  fee,  with  an  Executory  derise-over  in  case  of  failure 
of  issue  at  his  death,  was  slightly  mentioned,  aad.waa  also 
marked  foic  argument.  And»  moreover,  there  .was  reaaon 
and  policy  in  abstmning  to  insist  upon  the  latter  of  the 
C0ii8troetioD3 ;  for,,  of  the  two,  that,  which  went  to  limit  axnl 
modify  the  estate  of  the  heir  (itaelf  not  arising  ,by  express 
g^)  in  general  accordance  with  the  contingency  expressed, 
and  to  give  effect  to  the  intended  direction,  with  respect  to 
the  granddaughter,  upon  the  happening  of  that  contingency, 
as  upon  the  fiatural  determination  of  the  estate  of  the  heir^ 
was  preferable  to  one,  which  implies  a  forcible  interruption 
of  an  estate  in  fee,  and  which,  on  that  account,  seems  to 
demand  more  form  and  explicitness  in  the  expressions  on 
which  it  is  grounded 

'^he  other  case,  alluded  to,  is  that  of  Doe  d  Todd  v.  Case  of  Doe  d. 
Dueeburif,  {s)  where  a  testatrix  devised  real  and  leasehold  ^^^^  ^'  "^ 
estates,  to  T.  D.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  unto  all  and 
evety  hi^  child  and  children,  his,  her,  or  their  heirs,  execu- 
ton,  administrators,  or  assigns,  equally  to  be  divided  between 
them,,  if  more  than  one ;  but  in  case  T.  D.  should  happen 
tQ  die  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  then,  to  R.  T.,  C.  D., 
and  M.  D.,  their  heirs,  executors,  administratoro,  and  assigns, 
as  tenants  in  common,  charged  nevertheleu  with  the  pay^ 
meni  of  the  legacy  or  sum  of  1000/L,  which  the  testator 
thereby,  in  that  case,  bequeathed  to  E.  H. ;  the  same  to  be 
paid  to  her  at  the  end  of  twelve  calendar  months,  next  after 
the  said  B.  T.,  C.  D.,  and  M*  D«,  their  heirs,  executors, 
administratocs,  or  asalgnsi  should  come  into  the  possession 
of  the  devised  property.     All  the  children  of  T.  D.  died  in 

(«)  8  M.  &  W.  614. 
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his  lifetime^  and  he  afterwards  snflfered  a  recovery  to  the  use 
of  himself  in  fee,  and  devised  the  property  by  his  wiL 
Tno-thiid  paits  of  the  property  being  claimed  by  one  of 
the  ulterior  devisees^  in  her  own  rights  and  ako  in  right  of 
•anodier^  whose  beiiesB  cbewas,  agnnst  the  penon  cUiniiig 
under  the  will  of  T.  D«y<-^it  was  *  argued,  that  the  contin- 
gency, on  which  the  Umitalion^over  depended,  was  not  too 
remote  for  an  Execatory  devise,  for  that  thecfaaige  of  lOOOt 
in^  fiivor  of  £•  H.,  indicating  a  benefit  to  a  person  then 
living,  and  to  be  realised  within  twelve  months  after  the 
event,  showed  that  the  testatrix  contemplated  a  proximate 
event  It  was,  howevw,  further  contended,  that»  under  die 
giftrover,  the  diildren  of  T.  D.  took;  estates-tail,  widi  a  vested 
remainder  to  tibe  ulterior  devisees ;  in  whidi  ease,  the  re- 
CQivexy  of  T.  D«  was  equally  inoperative.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  was  insste^  that  the  gifk-over  to  R.  T.,  C.  D«,  and  M.  D., 
wiss  clearly  too  remote  to  be  valid  as  an  Executory  devise; 
the  words,  ^^die  without  leaving  issue,"  having  never,  in 
relation  to  fireeholds,  been  held,  per  se^  to  refer  to  issoe 
living  at  the  death.  The  other  consthiotion  uiged  wss  sko 
opposed,  as  untenable.  It  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer, that  the  gifb-over,  by  way  of  Executory  devise,  was 
void  as  being  too  remote*  In  ve&rence  to  the  aigoment, 
that  the  change  of  the  legacy  was  sufficient  to.  ent' down  aad 
narrow  the  ordinary  construction  D^  **  dying  without  leaving 
issue,"  JRo^e,  B.,  (who  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Covrt,) 
made  the  following  observations ^-^^-^^  The: chaise,  it  is 
said,  is  not  a  chaige  in  ;favor  of  E.  H.  and  her  executor  or 
administrator^  but  a  gift  personal  to  her,  not  payable  unleiB 
she  riiould  be  herself  alive  to  receive  it,  and,  theiefoie»  it  is 
contended,  the  fiuiure  of  issue  contemplated  must  have  been 
a  proximate,  not  a  remote,  event ;  a  fiuiure  of  iasue  at  the 
death  of  T.  D.,  not  an  indefinite  fiolure  -  of  issue  at  some 
distant  time.  But  we  are  of  c^inion,  diat  the  foundation  on 
which  this  aigument  rests,  wholly  fails,  inasmuch  as  there 
is  nothing  whatever  to  justify  the  inference,  that  the  gift 
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was  intended  te^  fae  penaanaLto  £«  H.»  and  dependent  M  her 
bang  idive  to  mcei^^  lit  wh«n  fM^able.     A  legacy  to  A.,  is 
the  same  thing  as  a  legacy,  toiiim  M$  exeeutors  ^nd  adminh* 
/roAorty  and  will  be  payable  to  them,  whether  tkej  ave  named 
orjBOt,  unless  tlu^  is  Jomething  in  ihewQV  to  pointto  a 
diftient  constmction.    There  is  nodiitig  of  the  sort  in  this 
«il]»  for  the  meue  c^oiostance^  of  the  gift  being  a  gift  to 
taice  effect  after  a  feikire  of  isauei  clearly  can  have  no  such 
effect    That  is  a  ciicumstance  always  occurring  in  the  very 
ooounon  case  of  a  devise  to  sons  in  tail,  and  on  fiukve  of 
their  issue,  over  to  ctrflatend  relations,  subject  in  soch  case, 
to  peciiniaiy  charges  in  fiivorof  danghters.    In  snch  a  ca6e> 
the  daughters  may  not  be  alive  to  take  the  benefit,  but  no 
one  evar  suggested  it  as  a  rea^n  for  construing  the  gift  as 
penooai  to  them,  that  it  was  made  to  take  effect  after  a 
geaeral  fiuluie  iof  the  issue  of  the  sons.    It  would  certmnly 
go  to  ;the' executors  or  administrators  of  the  daughter,  whe- 
ther e^qpreasly  named  or  not     The  present  case,  therefore, 
isdeady  distiiigoiahable  fiom  that  oiDoe  d.  Sn^lh  v.  WMef^ 
on  which  the  plaintiff  placed  so  mueh  reliance ;  iot  there, 
the  party  for  whose  benefit,  or  idt  the  ben^t  of  whose  im- 
mediate noininee,  the  charge  was  to  take  effect,  was  herself 
the  paxfj,  liie  ftdhiie  of  whose  issue  was  in  question,  and 
the  Comrtj  on  tbe  whole  context  of  the  will,  felt  itself  war- 
noled  in  concluding,  thut  die  charge^  which  certainly  was 
iM  to  arise  till  after  the  failure  of  issue  in  question,  was  to 
arise  (if  at  all)  inimediately  on  the  death  of  tiie  tenant  for 
li&f  and  the  consequence  necessarily  was,  that  the  failure 
of  iBUi^  oontempbted  by  the  testator,  was  a  fidlure  of  issue 
at  the  4eath  of  thetemmt  for  life."  The  Court  was,  therefote, 
of  opinion^  that  the  gift-over  was  void  as  being  to  take  efiect 
after  a&  -indefiifite'  feilure  of  issue ;  fetud  also  gave  judgment 
fer  the  defendant  on  tbe  other  point  raised. 

Now,  if  it  may  be  allowed  to  canvass  the  grounds  on  Obserrations 
which  the  conclusion  of  the  Court,  upon  the  effect  of  the  ^^^^^  ^' 
charge  of  the  legacy,  \s  reported  to  have  been  rested,  it  -^KM^wy. 
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should  secro,  that  their  safficiency  is  open  to  very  grate 
objection.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  never  supposed)  that,  n^heti 
a  testator  dirocts  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  by  a  p^son 
taking  in  the  event  of  a  failure  of  i8si|e»  he  intends  that,  as 
necessarily  VL  personal  provision  for  ihe  object  of  it,  or^a^  it 
was  said,  '^dependent  on  that  object  being. a}ive  to  receive 
it^  when  pay^le"*:  printflrilj/p  doubdess»  the  chaige  19  so 
intended  It  is  not  a  question  of  actual /oc/^  as  to  whether 
tb^  legatee  survives  the  specified  event;  but  of preeumpiian 
of  intention,,  going  to  negative  another  construction,  like- 
wise proceeding  on  presumption.  The  aigu^ienly  therefone^ 
,that  the  absence  of  words  of  representation  does  not  neces- 
sarily imply  a  positive  payment  to  the  individual  xi^med,  is 
of.  \iule  weight,  because  a  contrary  aigument  is  not  neces- 
sary to  support  the  construction  contended  for,  visus  tbot  of 
a  restricted  &ilure  of  issue.  For  the  same  reasons,  the.  in- 
stance of  a  charge  of  a  sum  of  money  after  an  express  estate- 
tail,  is  not  apposite :  no  presumption  is  admissible ;  and  no 
ppposing  one  is  to  be  rebutted :  the  charge  is  postponed 
to  an  express  estate-tail ;  and  it  will,  doubtless,  take  efiect, 
although  the  'object  of  it  die  before  the  determination  of  the 
entail,  and .  although  there  be  no  words  of  representatioD. 
Nor  is  it  a  legitimate  consequence  of  the  ailment,  that  m 
a  case  of  doubtful  construcliofh  an  inference  is  derivable 
jQrom  the  circumstance  of  a  pecuniary  benefit  being  intended 
£)r  an  individual,  that  when  an  express  estate^taU  is  given, 
with  a  chaige  of  a  sum  of  money  on  its  determim^oui  such 
chaiige  must  be  held  to  he  dependent  on  the  olgect  of  it 
living .  to  the  period  of  its  taking  eflfect ;  be<?au8e  no  such 
necessity  exists,  or  is  contended  for,  in  the  fbimer  case« 
<Nor  is  it  ^afyr  to  understand  the  distinction,  between  a  cbaige 
jjQL  favor  of  the  person,  the  &ihirc  of  whose,  issue  is  in  ques- 
tion, and  a  similar  direction  for  payment  of  a  snm  of  money 
to  a  stranger ;  when  it  is  remembered,  that  the  hypothesis 
assutncs  the  previous  death  of  the  object  of  the  Ic^pcy.  {i) 

(0  Fufcnqmi,  p»19a 
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Hoieover,  in  Doe  v.  Webber^  (alluded  to  by  the  Court  of 
Eidiequer,)  it  has  before  been  seen,  the  legacy  waa  in  &vor 
of  any  penoQ  who  shoald  be  appointed  by  the  will  of  the 
fint  devisee;  and  such  appointee  might  not  have  been 
^  immediate,''  within  the  terms  of  Mr.  Baron  Bolfe*s  refer- 
ence to  that  case. 

Bat  it  deserves  very  serious  consideration,  whether  Doe 
d.  Todd  Y.  Duesburyctan  be  admitted  as  a  case  of  very  great 
andbcvi^  upon  the  point  under  consideration ;  as  it  seems 
to  be  opposed  to  that  numerous  class  of  cases^  which  have 
established  the  genend  rule,  that  words  importing  a  failure 
of  issue  following  an  express  limitation  to  children,  whether 
in  fee  or  in  tiul,  are  to  be  constnied  as  referring  to.  the 
o)]ject8  of  the  preceding  gift,  ri z.,  children,  simply,  and  not 
to  isBue,  generally.  («)  Certain  it  is,  that  that  rule  has 
been  finequendy  applied  to  limitations,  **  on  all  fours  "  with 
those  in  the  case  in  question ;  {v)  and  it  is  unaccountable 
that  it  should  have  apparently  escaped  all  notice  in  reference 
to  that  case.  Perhaps,  however,  a  reason  is  to  be  found  in 
the  probable  circumstance,  that  the  construction,  alluded  to, 
would  not  have  served  either  of  the  litigating  parties  in 
Doe  T.  Duesburyf  for,  under  it,  the  property  would  belong 
to  the  heirs^«-law  of  the  several  deceased  children ;  which 
diaracter  could  not  have  been  filled  by  the  parent;  the 
deaths  of  the  children  having  taken  place  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  operation  of  the  new  law  of  inherit- 
oice.  Hie  only  question  which  might  have  been  raised  in 
lefexenoe  to  this  construction,  is,  whether  the  word,  "  leav- 
ing,**  did  not  refer  to  a  failure  of  the  objects  of  the  preceding 
gift  ai  tite  death  of  the  tenant  for  life;  a  doctrine  which  is 
supported  by  the  extrarjudicial  opinion  of  Lord  Cottenh&m, 
in  the  ease  of  Tarbuck  v.  Tarbuck;  {w)  and  which,  if  sds- 

(a)  8eethMCcaw9itaMd«2J«nD,  416,  Goodrifkt  ▼.  Dunham,   Dougl. 

wins,  373,  €t  teq.     And  vide  infra.  264,  and  Tarbuck  ▼.  Tarbuek,  infra. 

(»)  ITr^.thfigiftimthe  cases  of  (w)  Suied  2  Jarm.  YTills,  376^ 
Mmtndm  ▼.  Ti^ftr,  2  Rati.  &  My. 
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tainable,  would  have  established  the  title  of  the  person  claim- 
ing under  the  liroitation-over,  in  Doe  v.  DueAury ;  all  the 
children,  in  that  case,  having  died  before  their  parent,  the 
tenant  for  life. 

It  remains  to  be  seen,  whether  the  decision  here  noticed, 
will  be  treated  as  having  set  aside  the  general  rule  alluded 
to :  if  not,  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  upon  the  point  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  charge  of  a  sum  of  money  upon  words  importr- 
ing  a  failure  of  issue,  cannot  be  entitled  to  the  ordinary 
weight  of  an  express  authority.  It  may  be  observed,  how^ 
ever,  that  the  Court  only  adjudicated  upon  the  propodtiooB 
made  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  case  in  question,  who  must 
have  succeeded  upon  the  strength  of  his  own  title,  and 
between  whom  and  the  defendant,  no  advantage  could 
be  taken  of  the  rule  referred  to,  nor  its  applicability  main- 
tained; except  upon  the  doubtful  effect  of  the  word,  ^*  leav- 
ing,*^ above  mentioned. 
Charge  of  Having  endeavoured  to  place  in  its  true  light,  the  efl^t  of 

importance  in  the  decisions  in  the  cases  of  Dunk  v.  Fenner^  Doe  d.  Cc^  v. 
glfl^'^n'' feU^^  Walker,  and  Doe  d.  Todd  v.  Duesburyy  upon  the  doctrine 
of  issue,  when    Qf  construction,  at  present  under  consideration^  it  must 

effect  of  con-  "^ 

struction  of  a  remain  for  time  to  show,  the  exact  extent  to  which  they 
»^to  mifle'ain'^  will  be  deemed  to  have  put  limits  upon  that  doctrine,  or 
how  far  they  may  have  circumscribed  the  range  of  its 
operation.  One  general  observation  may,  however,  be 
made  with  respect  to  them,  to  the  effect,  that  the  ciicom- 
stance  of  a  legacy  or  other  charge  of  a  sum  of  money,  in  the 
event  of  the  death  of  a  person  without  issue,  is  entided  to  less 
influence  in  determining  the  extent  orcharacter  of  the  failiwe 
of  issue  contemplated,  where  the  construction  of  an  inde* 
finite  failure  of  issue  would  have  the  effect  of  raising  aa 
estate^tail  in  a  prior  taker,  (which,  of  course,  would  validate 
the  legacies  or  charges,  and  every  other  ulterior  dispoaitioa 
affecting  the  property,)  than  where  the  application  of  such 
a  construction  would  have  the  effect  of  rendering  the  mcMiey- 

376 ;  but  see  the  observations  of  that      such  a  doctrine,  pp.  377,  373,  of  the 
learned  gentleman  in    reference    to      same  Treatise. 


estate^  tail. 
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diarge,  and  every  other  gift,  Toid  for  remoteness,  as  not,  by 
dte  rules  of  law,  abridging  or  enlai^ng  the  prior  estate  into 
an  estate-tail,  (a?)  Of  the  former  character,  were  the  dis* 
positions  in  Dunk  ▼.  Fennery  (as  to  the  real  estate)  and  Do^ 
d.  T&dd  V.  Dne^bury;  and  as  to  Doe  d.  Cape  v*  Walker, 
there  was  not,  as  has  been  abeady  said,  any  ezpreas  or 
necessarily  implied  gifk,  on  failure  of  issue  of  the  heir,  which 
would  be  either  assisted  or  invalidated  by  any  constnictioD 
to  be  put  upon  the  words  importing  foifaire  of  issue:  had 
there  been  such  agift,  the  case  would  have  been  embraoed  by 
the  observation  just  made,  and,  as  was  intimated  by  the 
Court,  an  estate^tail  would  have  been  raised,  by  implication, 
in  the  heir,  which  would  have  prevented  the  intended 
legacies  being  void  for  remoteness. 

In  conclufflon  of  this  subject,  it  may  be  remarked,  that  the  BcstrictiBg 
cases  in  which  the  eflfect  of  a  chaige  of  a  smn  of  money,  in  of  monej, 
the  event  of  a  limitation  after  a  failure  of  issue  taking  effect,  ^^Saoi^iL 
has  been  discussed,  are  confined  to  wUk;  there  beinff^  so  ^?«»*«»y  <*"i»- 
fiff  as  the  writer's  knowledge  extends,  no  reported  decision 
upon  the  question,  as  applicable  to  similar  limitations  in 
deeds.     Nor  is  it  easy  to  predicate,  what  decision  would  be 
arrived  at  by  a  Court  of  law  upon  the  point,  should  it  ever 
call  lor  judicial  notice.     On  the  one  hand,  the  superior  fovor  Amraenu  for 
Aown  by  our  Courts  of  justice  to  the  smallest  manifestation  ^ten«^nof  th« 
^inientkm  in  a  testator,  the  seneral  inflexibility  observed  in  ^^rioe  to 

^  **  lostmiiieiits 

the  interpretation  of  instruments  inter  vivos^  and  the  par-  (mter  mvM. 
tidKty  of  the  law,  for  the  construction  of  an  inde6nite,  as 
opposed  to  a  restricted,  failure  of  issue,  in  regard  to  rea^ 
estate,  seem  to  point  to  a  confinement  of  the  doctrine  in 
question  to  testamentary  limitations;  while,  at  the  same 
time,  the  arbitrary  character  of  the  rule  which  prefers  an 
indefinite  fidlttre  of  issue  in  limitationB  of  real  estate,  the 
nmeafionableness  of  applying  it  where  a  clear  indication  of 
a  contraiy  intention  exists,  and  the  perfect  applicability  of 

(4t)  2  Pow.  Dev.  by  Jam.  576.     Std  vide^  ib.  583. 
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the  groondfi  of  the  doctrine  under  consideration,  as.  well  to 
Ikiitations  in  deeded  as  to  devises,  lead  to  the  conelusioa» 
tliat  the  same  rule  would  be  abided  by  both  in  deeds  and 

3.  Circmn.         ;  £^ .  Another  eircinnstance   which   has  been  allowed  to 

itance  of 

limiution  on  esefdae  a  control  over  word^  indicating,  in  their  oidioaiy 
being  of  life-  liB|pd*flgtiifieatian,  ao  indefinite  fiiilure  of  issue,  is.  that  o£ 
etutes  tolelj.  ^^.Ji^jtaiionKyvf'r,  after  a  dying  without  issue,  being  of  a 
iife'^0$tate3  or  ttfe-eUategf.  onlg;  to  which  subject  a  distant 
allusion  has  before  been  iuade.(y)  In  Ito0  d.  Skeert  v.  /<^* 
fBTgf  («)  a  testator  devised  the  premises  in  question  to  his 
wife  for  life ;  after  her  decease,  to  his  daughter  for  life ;  after 
her  decease^  to  his  grandson  and  his  heirs  for  ever;  but  in 
case  his  sud  grandson  should  depart  this  life  and  leave  no 
nsue,  then  the  premises  should  be  and  return  to  the  tkree 
dao^ters  of  W.,  and  JML,  F,,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of 
them>  to  be  equally  divided  betwixt  them,  share  and  share 
alike.  The  question  was,  whether  the  grandson  took  an 
estate«tail,  or  an  estate  in  fee,  with  an  Executory  devise- 
over.  Lord  KengOHf  on  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Bk  R^  said,  that  on  looking  throi^h  the  whole  of 
the  wiU,  the  Court  ^*  had  no  doubt,  but  that  the  testator 
meant  the^dying  without  issue  to  be  confined  to  a  failure  of 
iameat  the  death  of  the  first  taker  3  for  the  per»ons  tp  wi^m 
the  property  was  given  over  were  then  in  existence,  and  life^ 
ieetaiee  teere  only  given  to  them :  and  it  was,  therefore,  hekl, 
that  the  limitation-overtook  effect  as  agood  Executory  deviac. 
The.  doctrine  proceeds  upon  this: — That  as  a  life-estate 
only  is  given  over,  the  feiltaic  of  issue  intended  must  be  pic«- 
sumed  to  be  a  failure,  to  happen,  if  at  all,  within  the  com- 
pass -of  that  life ;  and  that,  therefore,  as  no  other  period  for 
ascertaining  the  failure  can  be  fixed,  it  means  a  dying 
without  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  first  taker.  In  the 
above  case  of  Boe  v.   Jefferye,  it  will  be   seen,  that  as 

(jr)  Fi(h  wpm,  p.  195.  (;i)  7  T.  R.  589. 


SEC.  L— SUB.  1-^         ON    FAILURB  OF  ISSUB. 


£13 


tbere  ivere  no  words  of  limitation  annexed  to  the  gift  of  the 
three  dan^terft,  nor  any  other  wordB  which  ooidd  have  the 
force  of  passing  the  fee  to  them,  they  took  life-estates  only ; 
and  this  circumstance  of  the  life-estates  being  only  implied 
in  law,  tends  to  give  greater  force  to  the  mle,  as  applied  to 
cases  where  they  are  e^epfetsfy  limited ;  though  it  vmj  bo 
quesdoned^  whether  it  g^ves  greater  force  to  the  aigament 
litis  doctrine  is  also  sanctioned  by  the  case  of  Tra06ri  r. 
Boekm,  (a)  where  A.  limited  10,00Q^»  on  £Eiikire  of  issoe  of 
the  body  of  husband  and  wife,  to  B.-  in  tail;  and  it  was 
held,  that  the  limitation  to  &  was  void,  as  an  Executory 
devise,  being  too  remote;  but  that  it' was  ^fhen^aef  wAere 
the  limitatient-wer  were  for  U/b,  that  oonfiotngit  to^a 
feilmre  of  issue  during  the  lives  in  being.  * 

Bat  the  doctrine,  that  where  there  is  a  limitatio»«over  far  But  doctrine 
life,  upon  the  death  of  a  person  ^  whom  a  prior  gift  is  tTJV^^^' 
made,  without  leaving  issue,  the  fiiilure  of  issue  shall  be  con-  ?'^^,^!p'  ^^ 

^  for  life, 

strued  to  refer  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  first  taker,  does 
not  obtain,  where  all  the  limitations-over  are  not  of  estates  for 
nfe  only,  {b)  This  Was  adjudged  in  the  case  of  Doe  d.  JonesYi 
Oteens,  (c)  in  which  there  was  a  devise  for  life  with  remain'' 
der  in  fee,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  a  prior  devisee  in  fee^ 
without  issue ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  failure  of  issue 
intended  was  a  general  failure,  and  that,  consequently,  the 


(«)  3  Atk.  449. 

{h)  Th«  caie  of  Dot  d.  Xycb  y, 
Lfde,  1  T.  R.  693,  (1787,)  fayors, 
mdeed,  a  diflerent  doctrine.  There, 
«  Mtfitw  beqaeiAed  « teioi  to  O.  L. 
far  life,  and  after  hia  deceaie,  to  M., 
bis  wife,  for  life,  and  after  the  decease 
of  the  mrvlfor,  to  tiie  children  of  G. 
U«  ihcre  and  ihafla  alike,  aad  if  Gw 
L.  died  without  issue,  then  to  R.  L. 
for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to  M., 
fait  wife,  for  Hfe,  and  after  the  deceaso 
of  the  sonrivor,  to  their  children,  in 
Uke  nwnner,  with  the  limitation  to  the 
children  of  G.  L.     The  limitations  to 


R.  L.  and  hia  mh  wore  a^ndfed 
good:  and j9«iZer, J., laid grea^ stress 
upon  the  ciroumstance  of  the  limita- 
tion to  R.  L.  being  for  life  only,  as 
ndnding  the  idea  of  an  ind«i8Bite 
failure  of  issue.  But  the  current  of 
subsequent  authority  is  clearly  op. 
|KM«d  to  this  notion;  and  tiiedtei. 
sion  in  JUos  v.  Xy<2f,  as  fiir  as  it  vm^ 
support  such  a  doctrine,  must  be  con- 
sidered as  overruled ;  although  it  is  to 
be '  obserred, '  that'  the  case  ftwnirins 
other  grounds,  upon  which  to  rest  the 
decision. 

(f)  1  B.  &  Ad.  318. 
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first  taker  had  an  estate-taiL  Bayleyy  B.,  observed : — **  If 
life-estates  only  had  been  devised  over.  Roe  v.  Jeffery  migiit 
have  applied,  and  the  terms,  '^  die  without  issue,''  might  h»ve 
been  confined  to  a  failure  of  issue  at  BefffamMn  (the  prior 
devisee)  death.''  In  Barlow  v.  8aUcr^{d)  also,  it  was  de- 
cided, that  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  fiest  df  the  limita-- 
tionfr-over  being  of  a  life-estate  only,  would  not,  of  itself^ 
suffice  to  restrain  words  importing  a  general  fiiflure  of  issue, 
to  mean  a  dying  without  issue  at  the  death.  Sir  Wm» 
Grants  M.  R.,  in  the  latter  case,  thus  luminously  stated  the 
reasons  of  this  distinction,  and  the  general  nature  of  the 
doctrine : — ^  When  nothing  but  a  life4nterest  is  g^ven  over, 
the  failure  of  issue  must  necessarily  be  intended  a  fiulore 
within  the  compass  of  that  life ;  but  where  the  entire  interest 
is  given  over,  the  mere  circumstaince,  that  one  taker  is  eon- 
fined  to  a  life-interest,  furnishes  no  indication  of  an  intentidn 
to  make  the  whole  bequest  depend  upon  the  ezistence<of 
that  person,  at  the  time  when  the  event  happens,  on  ^faich 
the  limitation-over  is  to  take  effect.  When  a  remainder  for 
life  has  been  limited  afler  an  estate-tail,  it  never  was  argued, 
that  an  estate-tail  could  not  really  be  meant  to  be  given, 
because  of  the  improbability  of  intending  a  personal  provi- 
sion fbr  one  person,  after  an  indefinite  feilure  of  issue  of 
another.  The  failure  may  happen  during  the  life :  and  that 
chance  is  what  is  given  to  the  remainder-man  for  life.  So 
here,  if  Catherine  (the  devisee-over  for  life)  shall  be  Irving 
when  the  issue  fails,  she  will  take  a  life-interest,  but  die 
bequest-over  is  still  to  take  place,  when  the  failive  of  issue 
shall  happen,  whether  Catherine  shall  be  then  livings  or 
not" 
Rule  proceeds  ThiB  rule,  it  will  be  observed,  like  that  relating  to  a  charge 
i^  of  inten-  *  of  a  sum  of  money  on  failure  of  issue,  is  grounded  entirely 

upon  the  presumed  intention  of  the  author  of  the  gift,  and 
not  upon  any  intrinsic  force  of  the  Executory  limitation 

{d)  17  Ves.  48?.     And  see  Vatowhu  v.  mUJur,  2  Eden,  3l»i.  . 


tion. 
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itself;  which»  as  being  subsequent  to  tbe  words  describing 
the  £ulure  and  determining  the  previous  estate,  cannot  have 
any  direei  operation  upon  them.  As  an  index  to  intention^ 
the  limitation  of  a  liie-estate  after  a  dying  without  issue  may, 
pediaps,  be  considered  superior  to  a  charge  of  a  sum  of 
money.  (0)  Such  a  limitation  seems  more  clearly  to  refer  to 
a  proximate  event ;  and  it  necessarily  implies  a  peFsonai 
provision,  since  the  decease  of  the  object  of  it,  before  the 
happening  of  the  event  on  which  it  depends,  prevents  it  from 
ever  taking  effect 

At  the  same  time,  it  would  not  seem,  that  our  Courts  of  Courts  seem 
JuBtice  are  at  aU  disposed,  to  extend  the  doctrine ;  if  they  txS^oTu^ 
may  not  even  be  said,  to  evince  a  desire,  to  qualify  and  im*  *^  doctrine. 
pose  limits  upon  it.  The  cases  of  Doe  v.  Owens,  and  Barlow 
V.  Salter,  afford  evidence  of  tbe  former  disposition  ;  and  the 
latter  may  be  inferred  from  the  general  tone  of  the  observfi* 
tioos  of  Sir    Wm*  Grant,  above  cited,  and  the  remark  of 
liOid  Denman,  in  a  recent  case,  (J)  that  the  decision  in  "Roe 
d.  Skeere  v.  Jeffery,  if  supportable  at  all,  can  only  be  so  on 
the  ground  of  the  devise-over  being  of  life-estates." 

Of  a  dmilar  character,  also,  is  the  decision  in  the  recent 
caae  of  Simmons  v.  Simmons,  (g)  where  there  was  a  gift  of 
real  and  personal  estate,  to  the  testator's  daughter.  A.,  for 


(c)  It  fat  true,  a  learned  writer  has 
nmiked,— **  Thai  the  aoera  eiroiun* 
itiBce  of  the  subsequent  estates  being 
for  tife  only,  should  be  made  a  ground 
farwynig  tbeeonstructkniyisoertaiiily 
eitmotifiBary,  liiioe  it  it  every  day*s 
pnctiee,  to  limit  an  estate  for  life  in 
renaiiKler  alter  an  estate-tail,  which 
iavolves  praeisely  the  abaudtty,  which 
ii  hert  anppoied  to  flow  from  the  con- 
struction of  an  indefinite  failure  of 
issue.**  See  2  Pow.  Dcv.  by  Jarm. 
478.  Bat,  Bs  has  been  before  {n^a, 
pi  208)  ofaKTved,  in  reference  to  a 
charge  of  money,  the  argument,  that 
gifts  which  are  said  to  give  rise  to  a 


restricted  oonitniction  may  be  limited 
after  an  express  estate-tail,  when  they 
can  be  attended  by  no  such  effect, 
seems  to  imply  a  disregard  of  the  es- 
sential character  of  the  qneation  uadar 
consideration,  which  is»  whether  the 
eipressions  or  circumstances  do  not 
give  rise  to  a  pruwmptionj  sufficiently 
strong  to  rebut  a  constmetion  itself 
grounded  on  pretttmpiion,  although 
supported  by  antecedent  inclination  of 
law. 

(/)  Dm  d.  Cadogan  v.  Ewari,  7 
Ad.  &  Ell.  66i), 

(y)  8  Sim.  TZ. 
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life;  and  ai  her  decease^  she  ta  be  at  liberty  to  will  tim 
same  to  hear  issue  ;  but  in  case  of  her  dying  without  issue, 
to  the  testator's  brother  and  sister,  for  their  lives ;  in  the 
event  of  the  brother's  death,  prior  to  the  death  of  the 
dau^ter,  to  the  children  of  the  brother.  It  was  hdd,  ibat 
A*,  took  an  estate-tail  in  the  realty,  and  the  absolute  interest 
in  the  personalty.  Here,  it  will  be  observed,  that,  except  i^ 
the  particular  contingency  of  the  brother  dying  before  the 
daughter,  life^nterests  only  were  Iimited«over. 

The  observations  of  Lord  Brougham^  also,  in  the  recent 
case  of  Lepine  v.  Ferrardf  (A)  show,  that  his  lordship's  in* 
dkiation  was  by  no  means  fhvorable  to  the  presumption  of  a 
restricted  failure,  from  the  limited  extent  of  the  giftaK>ver$ 
although  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  those  observations  were 
entirely  e^tra-judicial,  as  there  was  a  gift-over  of  the  c9rfUB 
of  the.fund  in  question. 

It  does  not  seem  to  be  clearly  settled,  in  regrad  to  these 
cases  of  restrictive  construction  of  words,  importing  a  fiulure 
of  issue^  on  the  ground  of  the  limited  extent  of  the  ulterior 
inlGiests,  whether  the  default  is  to  be  considered  as  confined 
to  the  death  of  the  person  tvhose  isme  it  to  fail,  or  of  th& 
pendfii  taking  the  uUeriof  estates  for  life*  The  writer  ven- 
tures to  think)  that  both  principle  and  analogy  lead  lotbe 
conclusion,  that  the  failure  is  restricted  to  the  death  of  ibe 
first  taker.  The  question  in  these  cases  is,  betweeo  two 
different  interpretations  of  certain  phrases,  (one,  fixing  the 
aneestor's  death  as  the  time  of  ascertaining  the  &ilure,  and 
the  other,  leaving  that  time  unlimited,)  neith^  of  which  ean 
be  considered  forced  or  arbitrary.  But  that  conatmctiod  is 
arbitrary,  which  has  no  immediate  connexion  with  the  per^ 
spn  whose  issue  is  to  &il,  and  yet  does  not  admit  of  an 
unlimited  period  for  the  ascertainment  of  the  failure.  Mote* 
over,  the  influence  of  the  circumstances  and  expressions 


(A)  2  Ruas.  &  My.  388»  369 }  kmt      as  settled  tod  tmotgectioMUe : 
Sir  Jofin  Leaehf  M   R  ,  when  the  case      ib.  383. 
Has  Wfure  him,  treated  the  doctrine 
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^Uch  tend  to  febat  the  ^onstrmetion  of  an  indefinite  fiulure 
of  iflBci^  is  one  of  general  premmptian  oolj,  and  is  not 
Anected  to  the  atlSBdnniem  of  a  ^ncidenee  or  mediaincal 
ap6ti]de  (as  it  vrete)  between  the  chaimeter  and  extent  of  the 
faifaffe  of  issue  contemplated,  and  the  nature  and  time  cf  ae« 
tttd  taking  efkct  of  the  estates  dependent  on  that  fiulnrel 
]&j,inore,aD  interpretation  which,  aldiongh  proeeedii^  obly 
im  presitmpticn^  should  introduce  the  death  of  a  stranger y  as 
the  limit  within  which  to  confine  the  happening  of  the&ilure  > 
of  Jsaoe,  would  be  an  anomaly,  not  moreirreconcileable  with 
the  nature  of  a  presumptive  construction,  than  unsustainable 
hy  the  wh<de  range  of  legal  analogy,  applicable  to  the  class 
of  itmitationB  in  question. 

Iz  must,  however,  be  noted,  that  the  reverse  of  the  view 
here  suggested,  is  that  maintained  by  a  learned  writer  upon 
the  class  of  limitations  under  consideration,  of  some  acute- 
ntts  and  reseaix^h.  (J)  The  only  judicial  dieta  that  appear 
to  have  been  delivered  tipon  the  question,  aflbrd  support  to 
both  views ;  fer  while  there  is  a  distant  intimation  on  the 
part  of  Lord  Hardmeke^  (k)  in  the  before  cited  case  of 
Traffbrd  v.  Boehnh  that  the  fidlure  should  be  restricted  to 
the  If 0etf  cf  ike  uUerior  icA&rt ;  the  circumstance  of  Kfe* 
estatesr  being  limited  upon  a  failure  of  issue  was  exptesiUf 
mged  by  Lord  Kenyans  (I)  in  Roe  d.  Sheers  r.  J^ery,  as 
reatricting  that  fidfcoe  to  the  death  of  the  JirH  taker,  I9r 
Jehti  Zea4fkf  howev^,  in  the  case  of  Lepine  v.  FefrOrd,  (m) 
seems  to  have  considered,  that  the  eflect  of  the  gift^over 
bong  fiir  life  only,  wiis>  to  restiict  the  failure  of  issue  to  the 
deadi  of  the  person  <  taking  under  the  ulterior  gifk ;  akhoagh 
the  argnm^nts,  and  the  observations  of  Lord  Broughcmy  on 
tbe  appeal,  {n)  treat  the  'doctrine  as  confining  tlie  lUlure, 
to  tfad^eadi  of  tfa^  first  taker. 


(0  See  Prior  cm  '*  Iwue,**  87.  Woodv,  Baron,  \  East,  259. 

ik)  2  Atk.  44S.  (m)  2  Rum.  &  My.  383,  reTerrod 

(/;  7  T.  B.  596.    And  tee  ofaaer-  to,  tupra,  p.  216. 

▼atiofis  of  the  Mune  learned  jud^e,  in  (»)  See  2  Rum.  &  My.  386—389. 
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3.  Circum-  3.  A  further  circumstanoe  to  which  a  restrainiDg  force 

overbeing  to     ^  soinetiines  been  attributed,  in  regard  to  the  character  or 
Mm^ort  of  a     extent  of  a  failure  of  issue,  is  that  of  the  gift-over  being  to 

the  ntrvivort  or  survivor  of  a  class  of  pecsonsy  on  die  death 
without  issue  of  one  or  more  of  the  members  of  the  dasB.  (o) 
Ground  on  Hie  argument  for  this  restrictive  operation  of  the  ulterior 

supposed  effect  gift  proceeds,  as  in  the  instances  before  consideredf  upon 
^^^'  the  assumption  of  a  personal  benefit  being  intended  for  die 

survivors  of  the  class ;  and  that  assumption,  being  incon- 
sistent with  the  notion  of  an  indefinite  fiulure  of  issue,  as 
the  event  on  which  the  benefit  is  to  have  effect,  is  ufged  as 
a  ground  for  restricting  the  failure  of  issue,  to  a  dying  with- 
out issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  ancestor. 
Insufficiency  of  The  writer  is  not  aware  of  this  doctrine  being  sanctioDed 
Mithonty.  ^y  more  than  one  decided  case,  so  &r  as  it  respects  limita- 
tions oireal  estate ;  and  that  adjudicatims  is  by  no  means 
satis&ctory  as  an  authority  upon  the  point  Th»  case  in 
Case  of  ^tjAer  question  is  that  of  Fisher  v.  Barry ^  ( p)  adjudged  in  the 
Irish  Court  of  Chancery,  where  a  testator  devised  part  of  his 
really,  to  his  son,  R.,  and  his  heua,  and  the  residue  of  hid 
real  estates,  to  his  son,  W.,  and  his  heirs :  if  R.  died  without 
issue,  the  testator  gave  all  that  was  left  to  him,  to  W.,  hs 
paying  his  sisters^  H.  and  /.,  iQOU  each :  if  W.  died  with- 
out issue,  the  testator  gave  all  that  was  left  to  him,  to  R.,  hs 
paying  H.  and  /.  6Q0iL  arpiece :  if  both  sons  died  without 
issue,  then  all  that  was  left  to  them  to  go  to  the  tesutor  s 
dav^ten^  as  mentioned  in  the  will.  It  was  held,  that  the 
aJlemate  gifis  to  R.  and  W.,  respectively,  on  fiulure  of  i»ue 
of  the  one  firot  taking,  were  equivalent  to  crosa-limitatioiis 
in  fiivor  of  the  survivor^  on  either  dying  without  issue,  and 
Obsenrations  wers,  therefore,  valid.  Now,  this  decision  Ls,  manifestly,  open 
^B^.  ^  ^'  to  the  remark,  tliat  the  construction  adopted,  though  profess- 
edly rested  on  the  circumstance  of  the  ulterior  gift  being  made 
to  the  survivor,  would  have  been  equally  and  even  more  sus- 

(o)  Prior  on  <*  Issue/'  88»  89.  (p)  i  Hog.  153. 
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tainaStAe^  on  die  gronnd  of  the  chaige  of  money,  to  whidx  that 

uilomr  gift  was  in  each  case  subject.     And,  it  is  ooaeeiyed, 

itvonld  have  been  Biore correct,  so  tested ;  fer  to  read  agift 

to  one  of  twa  pefaoos  named,  on  the  death  of  the  other 

imder  partioolar  cneiunstanees,  as  neoesssrily  inplyinp  the 

aarvhoDship  of  the  focner,  is  certainly  a  violent  oonsdruc- 

tion»  called  fiyr  neither  by  any  ejEpressed  intention,  nor  by 

neeessary  implieation.    It  is,  nxHreover,  a  doctrine  not  to 

be  supported  at  the  present  day ;  having  been  negatived  in 

CBMs,  much  more  strongly  calling  for  the  restricted  constmo^* 

tioD.     If  the  dectston  in  Fuhdr  v.  Barry  be  sustainable,  if 

flhoaid  seem  difficult,  in  any  cas^,  to  invalidate  croBs4iimta- 

tions  between  membenof  a  class,  (ailliough  named)  onfialure 

of  iasoe  of  any  of  them,  upon  the  ground  of  remoteness.  Thus    . 

proving  toomnch,  the  importance  of  the  case  in  question  as 

an  authority  upon  gifts  to  tttmvori,  on  a  failure  of  issne,  most 

be  estimated  as  but  small ;  and  that,  the  more,  as  it  is  sap« 

potted  by  no  other  adjudication  as  to  gifts  of  realty. 

In  oppomdon  to  the  eonstmction  adopted  in  PUker  v«  Authorities 
Bmry^  wte  to  be  cited  two  cases,  which,  if  of  modem  date^  ^^^ed  con! 
woidd  be  conclusive,  against  any  restricted  constraction,  in  f  "^^^'Tir^  to 
reference  to  limitations  of  realty,  arisrog  fixim  the  drcmn-  survivors. 
stance  of  the  gift-over  being  to  Survivoi^    The  first  is  that 
ctCAudock  V.  Cawieyf  (f)  where  there  was  a  devise  of  Slacks  Case  of 
acre  and  Whiteaere  to  M.  for  life,  and  after  her  death,  Kaek'^  Cowiey. 
acre  C6  B.  and  his  heirs  fbr  ever,  and  Whiteaere  to  C.  and 
his  heira  for  ever,  and  if  either  of  them  should  die  without 
lane,  the  survivor  should  be  heir  to  the  other ;  and  it  was 
heU,  that  each  of  the  devisees  in  remainder  took  an  estate- 
tail,  widi  a  vested  remiunder  to  the  other,  and  that  it  was 
not  a  contingent  limitation  to  the  survivor,  on  the  death  of 
either  without  issne  in  the  lifetime  of  the  odier ;  which,  it 
v«8  said,  would  have  been  the  construction,  if  the  devise-- 
over  had  been,  if  either  of  them  died  without  issue,  living 

(i)  Cro.  J«c.  695. 
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the  other,  <fa  or  before  such^n  age*  llie  other  case  'nBoi 
V.  i^^o^  and  Smarts  (r)  whldi  is  thus  stated  by  Mr.  Feame^- 
A  testator  devised  certain  lands  to  his  son  Jameiy  to  hold  to 
hith,  his  heirs  and  ass^^  for  dver^  and  other  lands,  to  hb 
^on  John,  to  hold  to  him,  his  heirs  and  aasigna  for  ever;  and 
other  lands,  to  his  son  Tkomas,  and  to  his  heirs  and  assigns 
for  ever ;  with  this  express  condition,  that  his  son  7%aM4U, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  should  yearly  pay  to  a  graaddan^iter 
of  the  testator,  the  sum  of  3/.,  till  her  age  of  sixteen,  and  the 
testator  chaiged  the  same  premises  with  such  payment;  and 
he  then  added,  that  his  will  and  mind  was,  that  if  either  of  hit 
three  sons  should  depart  this  life  without  issue  of  faia  or  their 
bodies,  then  the  estate  or  estates  of  such  sons  sbonld  go  to 
the  survivors  or  survivor :  and  if  all  his  said  three 
should  happen  to  die  without  sudi  issne,  then  he 
all  the  said  premises,  to  his  four  daughters,  and  tiiair  faein 
atid  assigns  for  ever.  And  he  further  charged  the  premises 
so  as  aforesaid  by  him  devised  to  h»  said  son  Thomas  and 
his  heirs,  with  the  sum  of  40/L,  to  be  by  him  or  them  paid 
to  his  said  gmndchild  at  its  age  of  twenty*-one  yeacs.  The 
three  sons  survived  the  testator,  and  entered,  and  Jokn 
cUed  some  time  after,  intestate  and  unmarried.  And  it  wss 
held,  that  the  devise  to  Thomas  did  not  give  him  the  fe^ 
but  an  estate^tail,  which  descended  to  his  daughter,  and 
upon  her  decease,  without  issue,  the  estate  ieetU  over  to 
James,  the  then  survivor  of  the  three  brothers,  and  not  to  the 
heirs  of  the  said  daughter,  to  whom  James  was  only  related 
of  the  half-blood. 

These  cases  most  be  considered  as  presenting  eeiioaB 
obstacles  to  the  restricted  construction  in  question,  for  they 
are  not  opposed  by  any  decisions  more  express*  iaad  moie 
satisfactory.  At  aH  events,  they  may,  perhapsi  be  regarded 
as  showing,  that  in  the  absenoe  of  any  apparent  inOenttoo, 
to  make  a  personal  provision  for  the  survivor^  and  wben 


(r)  F.  C.  R.  473,  474,  n. 
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the  wotd»  ^*  sumvora^"  is  used  merelj  as  a  designation  of  a 
dasB  who  are  take,  rather  than,  of  a  number  of  individuals 
who  are  to  soooeed  in  their  ovn  persons,  the  Courts  wiU  not 
ecmsider  the  dieumatance  of  the  gift  being  made  to  *'the 
sunrivors"  of  a  elafls»  on  fiulure  of  issue  of  one  or  more  of 
the  iBemben  of  that  dass^  as,  of  itself  sufficient  to  give  a 
oonfined  signification,  to  words  primaril j  impcurtiog  a  general 
fifareof  iasuei 

It  aaetna  to  hate  been  assumed,  in  the  latter  of  these  cases,  if  gift  to  sv. 
that  the  fee  was  given  to  the  survivors ;  as,  undoubtedly,  it  oSy^  ^trirted 
was,  hgr  force  of  the  word,  «  estate,"  in  the  cross^limitation :  ^^JJ^*'^'*'' 
bntit  aeons  clear,  that  had  there  been  nothing  in  the  devise, 
tt>  give  the  surnvors  more  than  life-estates,  nor  any  subee* 
qiMnt  diBpositioD  carrying  the  whole  interest,  the  dying  with-* 
otA  issue  would  have  been  restricted  upon  that  ground, 
independently  of  any  force  of  the  word, ''  survivors."    Nor 
sfaooU-  it  seem,  that  this  conclusion  is  affected  by  the  cir* 
eoaftstance  of  the  life-estates  arising  merely  by  implicadon, 
from  the  want  of  proper  words  of  limitation. 

The  doctrine  in  qoestion,  does,  indeed,  so  far  as  respects  Doctrine  better 

,  1   .  .        founded  in 

pergonal  estate^  seem  to  possess  stronger  claim  to  reception  regard  to 
as  a  nde  of  hiw,  as  we  sbaU  see  hereafter;  but  aU  the  Ji^oaluy."^ 
aadioritiea  bearing  upon  it  (with  the  (»e  exception  above 
nolioed)>are  atricdy  amfined  to  limitations  of  personalty. 
However,  this  fiust  cannot,  be  deemed  eancbmve  against 
its  applicability  to  limitations  of  real  estate;  because,  in 
Booe  of  ike  eases  has  any  such  supposed  distinction  been 
noticed  or  referred  to ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  upon  two  or 
thne  occastoiia,  the  question  has  been  argued,,  both  on  the 
one  aide  asid  on.  the  other,  without  reiearenoe  to  the  nature 
of  the  sii^ectHDattet  of  the.  limitations. 
In  ordinflry  pmetice»  the  writer  believes,  the  word,  **  sur-  "  ?!>'^  'yo"  " 

•^   ■  •  11      oromanly  con- 

vivors^"  in  regaid  lo  limitadons  of  real  estate,  is  generally  8trued*H>tben.*' 
ooostrued  to  mean,  'Mothers ;"  (#)  which  latter  word,  it  is 
evident,  does  not  indicate  individual  and  personal  enjoy- 

(«)  See  Cnr$ham  V.  Ntwfand,  2  BesT.  145. 
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raent  in  the  person  named  in  the  gift«over^  to  the  same 
extent,  as  the  word,  ^^  survivore."    If  we  suppose  a  devise 
to   two  pencMis  and  their  heirs,  with  a  gift-over  to  die 
^  other,"  in  the  event  ci  the  death  of  either,  without  issoe; 
it  is<  manifest,  at  once,  that  the  interest  of  the  devisee^ver  is 
not  intended  to  be,  necessarily,  or  even,  primarily,  aoeora*. 
pamsd'.by  aotual  posscBsion  and.engoymeDt     And,iinme« 
diaiely,  the  presumption  of  a  personal  provision  for  the 
uk^or  devisee  is  repelled,  whether  by  any  ciicnmstance 
extrinsic  to  the  limitations,  or  by  the  legal  kiterpretstioa 
of  those  limitations  themselves,  .the  words,  importing  a 
.  failuns  of  issue,  retaia  their  primacy  and   uiieontxollad 
signification,  viz.,  dying  without  iasue,  generally,  or  inde« 
finitely^.    And  this  construction  of,  <^  sarvivoeB,"  to  mean, 
^f  olbetB,"  is  adopted,  beoause  the  former .  term  is  too  vague 
and  general,,  to  warrant  the  legal  {Resumption  of  a  personal 
ptfxvision   being    intended,  and,  at  the  same    time,  too 
pafticuhr   in  its   ordinary  sign^cation,   to   admit  of  its 
proper  .meaning  being  sacrificed,  to  legal  strietncaft.    By 
holding  it  to  mean,  ^  othftcs,"  the  a{^ropriate  foroe  of  the 
wordf  in  common  usage,  is  left  unassailed^  and  tlie  ex* 
tended  signification  rests  upcni  the  assumed  use  of  the 
substituted  word;  while,  at  the  same  time,  as  the  word, 
*<  survivors,"  does  not,  necessarily,  infer,  a  surviTOCship  of 
tka  firtt  taier^    (the  only  event,  in  reference  to  which 
sorvivonihip  can  be  of  any  importance,  as  to  the  constructioa 
of  ihe  gifts  under  consideration,)  but  may,  without  the 
application  of  a  >fofced  construction,,  be  well  enoo^  sup- 
posed to  ■  mean  an  outhring  of  ihe  faUure  of  inue^  genemHyt 
a  term  is  substituted  of  a  less,  restrictive  import,  and  not 
implying  a  survivorship  of  a  person  or  event,  of  any  descrip- 
tion*    As  before  observed,  however,  this  legal  iaterpfetBlaon 
of  the  word,  *^  survivors,'' .as  applicable  to  limitations  of  jreal 
estate,  rests  upon  general  professional  opinion^  jrather  than 
on  express  judicial  authority :  although  there  are  not  want- 
ing (Ucta^  which  seem  to  give  it  sanction. 
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After  what  has  been  expressed  in  regard  to  the  force  of  The  eflfect  of 
the  wordi  ^'survivors,"  in  the  coDfitruction  of  Executory  Mnuibnbei^ 
gifts  upon  a  dymg  without  issue,  it  need  hardly  be  ob-  ^ft^*^*^® 
served,  that  where  wcmkIb  of  limitation  or  representi^n  ''nmrtTon.'* 
(as,  '^heiiBy"  or,  **  heira  and  assigns,'')  are  superadded,  there 
is  no  possible  pretence  for  attributing  to  it,  any  greater 
foice  than  belongs  to  a  future  limitation  after  a  failure  of 
isBne,  to  a  person,  by  name,  and  his  heirs ;  in  which'  case, 
the  general  impcHrt  of  the  words,  indicating  the  fiedlure,  is,  df 
comse,  uncontr<dled. 

Bat,  notwithstanding  there  se^nsgi^at  ground&rcontend-  Eifectof  wordi, 
ing,  that  no  restrictive  presumption  arises  in  regard  to  limita-*  ^^^ned  thw 
ticms  of  realty,  from  the  fact  of  the  gift-over  behig  to  the  '*^^^^" 
smroois  or  sinrvivor  of  a  number  of  persons,  of  whom  the  similiir  signifi- 
fiist  taker  is  one,  yet  tentis  taore  strict  and  confined ,  though 
of  similar  signification,  will  have  the  efiect  of  controUtng  a 
failure  of  issue,  to  a  dying  without  issue  living  at  the  death. 
For  example,  we  may  suppose,  a  devise  to  A.,  B.,  and  C, 
and  their  heirs,  as  tenants  in  common,  with  a  proviso, 
^*  that  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  one  or  more  of  them 
without  issue,  then  his  or  their  share  or  shares  shall  go  to 
sudi  of  them,  the  said  A.,  B.,  and  C,  as  shall  survive  the 
peraon  or  persons  so  dying  without  issue."     Here,  the 
devisees*over  are  described  in  intelligible  terms,  and  their 
perianal  survivorship  of  the  period  at  which  the  shares  are 
to  go  over,  clearly  pointed  out ;  and  there  being  no  inde- 
Bniteneas  in  person  or  event,  there  is  no  opening  for  the 
sobstitntion  of  terms,  of  less  precise  or  more  extended  signifi- 
cation, which  we  have  seen  to  be  necessary,  when  the  word, 
'^sorvivors,''  is  used.     In  such  a  case,  therefore,  the  failure 
of  issue  is  (it  should  seem)  restricted  to  the  death  of  eadi 
of  the  first  takers,  bccan^ie  the  gifl-over  manifests  an  inten- 
tion, that   the  interest  of  the  ulterior  devisees  should  be 
accompanied  by  actual  possession;  which  intention  is  in- 
consistent with  the  notion  of  a  general  or  indefinite  fiulure 
of  issue. 
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4.  Cireom-  4.    Similar  to  the  foregoing  grounds  of  the  restricted 

ulterior  gift       construction  of  a  dying  without  issue,  is  another,  which 
^fl^JL'^^f.i^    has  sometimes  been  considered  sufficient  to  control  the 

person*  or  tiie 

membcrsof a     indefinitcness  of  the  event,  and    which  consists  in  the 

clan,  •*  if  then 

living,"  or,  *•  as  supcraddition  of  some  qualification  to  the   ulterior  gift, 
■         iving.*'  ^}^Qj^i,y  ii  jg  necessarily  prevented   fix>m  taking  effect, 

except  during  a  limited  period,  not  such  as  to  violate  the 
Rule  against  Perpetuities,  (i)  Thus,  suppose  land  be  given 
to  A.,  and  in  the  event  of  his  death  without  issue,  to  B.  io 
fee,  if  then  Uving^  or  to  nu:h  members  of  a  class  of  persons 
a»  shall  be  then  living, — ^the  qualification  annexed  to  the 
limitation-over,  renders  it  necessary,  that  that  limitation 
should  take  efiect  during  the  life  of  a  person  or  persons 
in  esse,  or  not  at  all;  and  this  necessary  qualification  is 
considered  incompatible  with  the  construction  of  an  in- 
definite &ilure  of  issue. 
Wuit  of  actual  There  is  the  same  absence  of  positive  decision  in  favor  of 
favor  of  this  class  of  restrictive  circumstances,  as  respects  limitations 

^^[^12^,^0^      of  real  estate,  that  we  had  occasion  to  remark,  in  r^aid  to  the 
from  this  ^lagg  ingi;  considered :  nor  can  it  be  predicated  with  certainty, 

circnmstanoe.  *  "^ 

that  the  terms  of  the  doctrine  would  meet  with  judicial  appro- 
Bttt  8n|>ported  ^^  There  seems,  however,  to  be  a  very  just  analogy  between 
rule  respecting  ^fb  to  persons  in  eMtf,  made  dependent  on  their  existence 
Dfe.^states.       At  the  time  of  the  happening  of  the  contingency  in  question, 

and  gifls  of  life-interests  solely,  to  persons  in  being,  after 
the  death  of  the  first  taker  without  issue,  as  they,  respectivelji 
imply  or  require  the  existence  of  persons  in  esse,  when  the 
event  happens,  and,  therefore,  alike  point  to  a  personal  pro- 
vision for  the  ulterior  takers,  {u)  Whatever  the  force,  conse- 
quently, of  the  circumstance  of  life-estates  only  being  limited 
after  a  fiulure  of  issue,  upon  the  construction  to  be  put  opoa 
that  fidlure,  there  seems  to  be  little  doubt,  that,  upon  prin- 
ciple, it  must  equally  attach  to  a  gift  to  persons  in  sue, 


(0  2  Pow.  Der.    by  Jann.  574,  (k)  SeeSPow.Der.  byJann.  584. 

584.    Prior  on  <•  Issue,**  84,  85. 
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Qpo»  a  dyi&g  Wkhoot  iflttid^  which  reqilireft  the^exi^enee  of  '  "^ 

the  object  of  it  at  the  time  of  the  folaie  estiite  vesting. 
It  16  dbeotutelr  neeeaBary,  in  order  to  warrant  the  restric-  Objects  of 

-  J  .  1  1  1  -  i_   .   future  ffiftmuBt 

ted  ccMwernMon,  upon  the  grbund  now  under  notice,  that  be  w  em  at 
the  dbjecte  of  the  nltx>^tior  gift  diould  all  be  in  t^  art  tlie  ^^^J^ 
dale  of  Che  wiH  creating  the  limitatiooB^  and  that  the  original 
fiameof  the giftshoidd be  aneh  aatoe&dnde  all poB^ibility 
of  afteNbom  pefsona  becokiing  entitled  taider  it ;  {v)  for  k  is 
olmods,  dmt'if  6bjeot#  of  the  latter  deso^ption  may  ta^e 
ofidet  the  fefuve  limitataM^  the  veatrietion,  ^*  if  they  i^aU  he 
then  li?iikg^^  idibrdir  nd  gniATHntte  whatever  a^bst  thi&  ?ii>- 
iatitaf  of  legal  limits^  notwMwtandkfg.  tjle^  intention,  that  the 
ftilm  0f  imsb  nhouM  haj^pM  ini  the  Kfiitthie  of  ^ihe  parties 
tating  nader  thd  g^        ..    '  .      ,r  ^    .       : 

AgaSii^  it  tnimt  be  clear/that  the^jnaKfieatibn  ad  to  the  Contingency  of 
existence  of  the  objects  of  the  ulterior  gift^  has'  r^fe^eiMte  to  being  Hying* 
tkelitneat  which  tiiriirva4refii9a9^%Qtfiii€imfei48e9riioA;  for  ^J^^  ^^7* 
it]nay8oiii0Ctm€«»(nQtinemniSMitly  with^sdmableinften-  time  ef  their 
tifm):becon8truedtoiefertotheperiod^wbenitb«!Mitt^^         Trntingin    . 
description  of  the  oif^eU  of  the  ulterior  Hniitation  are  to  be  P^^^^°^- 
MDertnoed,  and  not  to  the  p^iod  of  actaal  division  among 
them.   J&r^*^  in  the  case  of  a  gift  to  A.  for  life,  with  a  liniita- 
tion  in  the  event  of  his  death  without  issue,  to  anch  members 
of  a  dasa  of  persons,  om  shallbe  Jibing  at  the  deeeoBS  of  ^« ;  the 
question  ariaesj  wbethertbe  existenee  of  the  persons  named, 
Itts  an;  farther  or  other  connexion  with  their  title  under 
the  ulterior  gift,  than  that  whioh  arise9  from  the  neeesfioty 'of 
their  swvimng  the  ^rsi  taker  /  or  whether  the  survivorship 
eoDtemplated  be  alao  that,  of  the  period  at  whicdi  thefiiture 
inteitalB  are  to  become  vested  in  poeseasion.  '  It  seemato 
hsfe  beea  recently,  held^  in  the  case  of  a  aitnihar  gift/of  per- 
eeoaky,  (10)  that  the  limitation-Kiver  did^  oot  nequite  the 
esstenee  of  the  objects  of  it  at  the  time  of  the.  actual  divi- 
sion of  their  interests,  and  that,  therefore,  the  failure  was 

(v)  Be0  Prinr  on  ^  Usoe,**  85.  &  Coll.  N.  8.  494,  stated  infra. 

(w)  See  Gorratt  ▼.  GpeAerefl,  I  You. 
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not  restricted  to  the  deatk  of  the  first  taker,  by  force  of  the 

qualification  superadded  to  the  ulterior  gift* 

S!?T*^  ^      Th*®  construction,  further,  necessarily  implies,  that  the 

*<  then,**  &c.,     word, ''  then,"  in  any  given  case,  relates  to  the  period  of 

ofmcMtor.and  the  death  of  the  first  taker^  as  the  time  at  which  the  c<mtin- 

Tmm^f      e^^V  ^^  ^  ^^"^  ^^  ^"®  ^^  ^  ascertained ;  fyt  if  they 
'^"^^  merely  form  an  expression  of  reference  to  the  time,  whether 

at  or  whensoever  after  the  death,  the  issue  diall  fiul,  (x)it  is 
obvious,  they  have  no  force  whatever  in  &vor  of  a  restricted 
construction.    Any  argument,  derived  from  the  words  in 
question  under  such  circumsti^oes,  would  be,  simy^y,  t^peti" 
tie  principii.    Thus,  ip  one  case,  (y)  the  construction  of  an 
indefinite  failure  obtained,  where  there  was  a  devise  on  a 
dying  without  issue,  to  the  testator's  grandchildxen,  living 
at  the  time  of  the  failure  of  issue. 
Limiutioii  to         Uesembling  the  class  of  cases  here  nodced,  is  a  fpSi  to  A. 
heirs,  and'if  be  <^^  ^^  heirs,  and  iu  the  event  of  his  death  without  issue, 
^^{^^       living  B.,  to  B.    In  such  a  case,  the  fiiilnre  of  issue  is  held 
B.,  to  B.  to  be  restricted  to  the  death  of  B. ;  and  the  ulterior  limita- 

tion will,  therefore,  take  effect,  in  case  of  the  failure  happen- 
ing  during  his  life.     This  was  the  effisct  of  the  decision  in 
the  before^ted  case  of  Pells  v.  Brown,  where  the  gifts 
were  similar  to  those  just  illustrated.  («) 
ObMmitioiu         This  construction  has  always  been  considered  a  forced 
ooDBtnu^  of  one,  and  irrecondleable  with  strict  legal  principles*  (a)    In- 
such  gifts.        deed,  it  seems  difficult  to  omceive,  upon  what  gromd  the 
words,  <*  living  B.,"  can  be  construed  to  mean  more  dian, 
that  if  he  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  fidlure  of  A.'s  issue,  he 
shall  succeed  to  the  property;  although,  probably,  even 
this  latter  interi»etation  would  subject  the  feiliune  to  a  res- 
tricted construction,  upon  the  rule  above  considered.     The 


(x)  1  Tea.  &  Coll.  N.  a  507.  Rom.  421. 

(y)  Wrighi  ¥.  FaanoH,  1   Eden,  (g)  And  see  judgment  ia  Okt^ock 

119;    AmU.    358.      And    see  the  ▼.  C9w2ey»  Cro.  Jac.  695. 

cases  in  reference  to  gifts   of  per-  (a)   See   1  Pow.  Der.  bf  Jarai. 

sonalty,  infra.     Std  vide,  i  eoiUrd,  4  188  n. ;  2  ib.  574. 
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truth  isy  however,  that  in  regard  to  both  cases,  the  proper  and 
sound  legal  oonstructkm  would  have  been,  to  hold  the  £eulure 
of  issue  tmreaMcted ;  and  thereby  to  raise  an  estate-tail, 
indi  an  expectant  remainder,  contimgrnit  upon  the  happening 
of  the  ccdlateral  contingency  superadded  to  the  dying  with« 
out  lasoe.  (fr) 

A  question  seems  to  exist  in  rderence  to  the  classes  of  gifts  The  qnestioit, 
under  ccMisideiHtion,  whether  the  operation  of  the  qualifica'*  ^^^^  i,  re. 
tion  8i^)«added  to  the  g^«over  be,  really  and  strictly,  to  ^^^^1^^ 
confine  the  failure  of  issue  to  the  death  of  the  ancestor ;  or  uker,  or  to 
whether,  on  the  other  hand,  the  proper  construction  be  not,  takinff  under 
that  the  dying  without  issue  means  a  general  fiulure  of  issue  ^^     ^ 
wAiAmi  the  preteribed  period,  (c) 

The  writer  has  before  (d)  hinted  his  view  of  the  somewhat 
amOar  question,  arising  an  gifts-over  of  life-estates;  and 
he  ventures  to  think,  that  in  regard  also  to  gifts  of  the  des* 
cription  at  present  under  notice,  the  jMroper  rule  is,  that 
die  fiiilarB  of  issue  is  restricted  to  the  death  of  the  ancestor, 
and  ikait  on  the  ground  already  urged.  This  certainly 
seems  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  in  Pelle  v. 
Browm  /  although  it  is  true,  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  the 
questum*  And  in  the  recent  case  of  Oarrati  v.  CociereUf 
above  referred  to,  and  hereafter  more  fiilly  stated,  it  is  ob« 
servaUe,  that  throughout  the  whole  of  the  V.  C.  Knight 
Bruce^B  able  reasoning  aa  the  case,  he  treated  it  as  dear, 
that  the  only  possible  construction,  alternative  to  that  of  an 
ifMpefitiite  fiulure  of  issue,  was,  that  the  testator,  by  dying 
without  issue,  meant  a  fidlure  of  issue  living  at  the  respec* 
five  deaiki  of  the  Jiret  takere,  or  living  at  the  death  of  the 
survivor  of  them.  What,  it  may  be  asked,  is  commonly  un- 
deiBtood  by  the  phrase,  '*  restricted  (or  restrictive)  construc- 
ticm  "  ?  Is  it  not,  a  construction  which  is  broadly  distin- 
guished fixmi  an  indefinite  interpretation,  by  not  exceeding 
the  intell^ble  boundary  of  the  death  of  the  ancestor  ?  And 

ib)  See  1   Paw.   Dev.    by  Jam.  (e)  1  Pow.  Dev.  by  Jerm.  180. 

ISSiLi  cttis^I».22S.  (4)  yid€§9^>ra.^2l6,2l7. 
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6.  Circum- 
stance of 
faflore  of  ianie 
being  combined 
with  contin- 
gfioej  per* 
tonal  to  an- 


Limitation- 
over  on  death 
in  minority, 
and  without 
issue. 


Ufflitation- 
orer  on  death 
ii60w  particular 


can  any  construction  not  limited  to  the  ancestor's  decease, 
but  partly  indefinite,  be  termed,  "  restricted?"  And  where 
will  be  the  limit,  short  of  the  period  of  perpetuity,  to  this 
inroad  upon  the  peculiar  feature  and  province  of  the  in- 
definite construction  ? 

5.  Another  circumstance,  which  has  the  effect  of  restrict- 
ing words,  importing  a  fiiilure  of  issue,  to  a  dying  without 
issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  ancestor,  is  that,  of  their 
being  associated  with  a  collateral  contingency  having  refer- 
ence to  the  age  of,  or  otherwise  pertomU  to,  the  ancestor,  (e) 

Thus,  whenever  property  is  limited  to  a  person,  and  in 
the  event  of  his  dying  under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  without 
issue,  or,  under  twenty-one  and  without  issue ;  there  can 
be  no  question,  that  the  failure  of  issue  intended,  is  a  fiiilurc 
coincident  only  with  the  non-age  of  the  party  referred  to ; 
and  such  intended  coincidency  the  law  construes  to  be  in- 
consistent with  the  construction  of  an  indefinite  failure  of 
issue.  But  this  supposed  coincidence  extends  no  further 
than  to  show,  that  the  Executory  limitation  is  to  be  depend- 
ent on  the  happening  of  a  collateral  event,  superadded  to  the 
dying  without  issue ;  for  strict  principle  and  analogy  would 
seem  to  require  the  construction  of  an  indefinite  &ilure  of 
issue,  and  a  contingent  remainder,  expectant  on  the  estate- 
talk  which  would  be  thereby  raised,  to  take  effect  in  the 
event  of  the  &ilurc  of  issue  happening  wiihin  the  specyied 
age.  (/)  It  is,  however,  undeniably  established,  that  when- 
ever the  fulurc  of  issue  in  question  is  combined  with  a  finr* 
ther  contingency,  having  reference  to  the  death  of  the 
ancestor  under  a  specified  age,  the  failure  is  restricted  to 
that  ancestor's  death. 

So,  again,  it  seems,  that  the  confined  signification  will 
obtain,  whenever  a  particular  age  is  mentioned  in  connexion 


(«)  1  Pow.  Dev.  by  Jarm.  187, 
188 ;  2  ib.  573,  574.  Prior  on  '<  Is- 
sue,**  72,  73. 

( /)  See  the  conclusive  reasoning 


of  Mr.  Jarnum  on  this  potnt»  in  1  Pow. 
Dev.  188,  189,  n.  Vide  attpru^  p. 
227. 
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with  the  limitation  on  fidlure  of  issue,  although  the  fidlure  a^e,  and 

without  isnio* 

be  not  restricted  to  happen  under  that  age,  but  expressly 
refer  to  a  subsegMient  period,  (g)    Thus,  where  (A)  real  estate 
was  devised  to  trustees,  upon  certain  trusts  for  the  benefit  of 
the  testator^s  son  and  daughter,  until  the  son  should  attain 
twenty-one,  or  the  daughter  should  many ;  when  the  son 
should  attain  twenty-one,  or  the  daughter  marry,  then  upon 
trust  to  niise  a  sum  of  money  for  the  daughter,  and  subject 
thereto,  in  trust  for  the  son  until  twenty-one ;  and  when  the 
son  should  attain  twenty-one,  in  trust  for  him  and  his  heirs ; 
but  in  case  the  son  should  not  live  to  attain  twenty-one,  and 
the  daughter  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  the  decease  of  the 
son,  or  in  coie  ike  ion  should  attain  tweniy^oney  but  should 
afterwards  die  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  then,  in  tnist 
for  the  daughter  for  life,  with  remainders-over ;  and  the  son 
attained  twenty-one :  the  Court  of  C.  B.,  on  a  case  sent 
from  Chancery,  certified,  that  the  son  took  an  estate  in  fee- 
dmple,  subject  to  an  Executory  devise-over,  in  case  of  his 
dying  without  having  issue  living  at  his  death.     In  these  Ground  of 
cases,  the  strong  inference  is,  that  as  death  under  a  particu-  £Sw««fc°  "* 
lar  age  has  been  previously  mentioned,  and  a  further  con- 
tingency is  added,  having  reference  to  the  subsequent  death 
of  the  same  person,  a  restricted  failure  of  issue  was  intended ; 
that  being  the  best  method  of  giving  full  effect  to  the  implied 
restraint  as  to  the  period  at  which  the  dying  without  issue 
is  to  take  place,  (t) 

Upon  the  like  principle,  if  the  contingency  associated  Limiutkmon 
with  that  of  the  fiulure  of  issue,  be,  the  death  of  the  ancestor  ^^«rf%nd 
tmotarrt^ii^  the  restricted  construction  will  obtain,  (ifc)    Thus,  without  iwue. 
where  {I)  a  testator  devised  leaseholds  to  trustees,  in  trust 

(g)  2  Pow.  Def.  by  Jarm.  573.       Toml.  edit.  195.     And  see  also  Sep- 
Prior  on  «•  Iwie,-  72.  worth  Y.Ta^hr,  1  Cox,  112  ;  Maberfy 


13. 


(A)  GUfoer  y.  Monkkomge,  3  Bing.  r.Strode,  3  Yes.  450 ;  Doe  d  Everett 

^  ▼.  Cooke,  7  East,  2S9 ;  Doe  d.  BaU- 

(t)  Prior  OB  "  Isaue,"  73.  win  ?.    Rawding,  2  B.  &  Aid.  441. 

(A)  2  Pow.  Dev.  by  Jarm.  574.  In  tho  two  latter  cases,  howeyer,  tbe 

(0  WHtom  ▼.  Baglg^  3  Bro.  P.  C.  restricted  coostrttCtioQ  migbt  be  re- 
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for  his  son  J.,  until  his  marriage,  and  then  to  make 'provision 

for  bis  wife ;  and  if  J.  shonld  have  any  issue,  then  to  assign 

the  premises  to  him,  to  enable  him  to  make  provision  for 

his  children;  and  if  J.  should  happen  to  have  no  issue 

lawfully  begotten,  in  trust  for  the  testatoi^s  son,  M.,  in  like 

manner ;  it  being  his  intention,  that  if  J.  should  die  before 

he  was  married,  or  if  he  were  marriedt  and  should  have  no 

issue  lawfolly  begotten,  then  the  lands  should  be  enjoyed 

by  M. ;  and  in  case  both  hb  sons,  M.  and  J.,  should  happen 

to  die  unmarried,  and  neither  of  them  should  have  any  issue 

liiwfoUy  begotton,  over ;  M.  died  unmarried ;  J.  married, 

but  had  no  issue :  and  it  was  held,  that  the  devise-over  took 

effect,.the  words  introducing  that  gift  being  construed  in 

the  disjunctive, 

Limitatioii-  8o,  again,  in  one  case,  where  (m)  a  testator  devised  to  A. 

scttUog  the       And  bis  heirs,  but  if  he  died  without  settling  or  disposing  of 

^Jj^^lJJ^     the  property,  or  without  issue,  then  over;  Lord  Kenyon 

seems  to  have  thought,  that  the  failure  of  issue  intended  was 

a  failure  in  the  lifetime  of  A.,  and  that  the  Executory  devise 

would  have  been  good ;  btit  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide 

the  question. 

But  no  restrict      At  the  present  day,  however,  any  inference  in  fovor  of  a 

tionaruesfrom  restricted  construction,  from  circumstances  such  as  those 

M^MOTdtt    "^  ^^  ^^*"^  ^*  mentioned,  seems,  at  least,  open  to  question. 

oflatter  kind.    For  it  is  dearly  settled,  that  a  gift  to  take  effect  in  the  event 

at  this  day.  ., 

of  a  person  not  exercising  the  power  of  disposition,  incident 
to  the  property  or  ownership  which  the  testator  or  donor 
has  vested  in  him,  is  void ;  (n)  and,  if  such  a  contingency 
cannot  properly  be  contemplated,  it  is  di£Bcult  to  conceive, 
what  influence  the  mention  of  it  can  have  on  wo^  import- 
ing a  failure  of  issue ;  which  ought,  in  that  case,  to  be  read, 

fivrred  to  the  oollatend  oontingency  (»)  Greg^  t.   Momitiffth   2    Edeot 

ofthefinttakerdjinginhitmiiioritj,  205;   3  Bro.  P.  C.  314.     i?«w  ▼. 

and  not  alone  to  the  force  of  the  as»  Rim,  I  Jae.  &  W.  145.     CmMerir. 

lociation  with  the  word,**  unmarried.'*  Punier,  Jac.  415.     Brmdkif  v.  Aw- 

(m>  Beacheroft  ▼.  Brwme,  4  T.  R.  oto,  3  Vei.  334. 
441,  vide  injra,  p.  233. 
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independently  of  such  void  collateral  contingeni^.  More- 
orer,  in  a  very  recent  case,  (o)  where  there  was  a  hequest  of 
kasebold  property  to  the  testator^s  son,  B. ;  ''and  should  he 
die  without  hek  or  will,"  over,  it  was  held  by  Sir /•  Wigram, 
v.  C,  that  R,  took  the  absolute  interest,  the  gift-over  on 
the  ocmtingency  of  the  l^atee  not  making  a  will  being  held 
vend.  And  it  is  observable,  that  this  dedsicm  was  pro- 
noonoed,  although  it  had  been  argued  at  the  bar,  that  the 
constmction  of  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue  was  repelled  by 
the  drcumstaiice,  (amongst  others)  that  the  existence  of  the 
heir  or  of  the  will  must  be  contemporaneously  ascertained ; 
mesniog,  at  the  death  of  the  first  taken  It  is  true,  in  Green 
V.  Harney,  the  property  in  question  was  personalty,  but  in 
regard  to  the  particular  species  of  disposition  referred  to, 
that  circumstance  is  of  no  importance ;  or,  if  any,  fiivors  the 
restricted  construction. 

In  connexion  with  this  subject,  must  be  noticed  a  very  The  rule 
important  rule  of  construction,  by  means  of  which,  the  doc-  gtruet  *«  or  **  to 
trine,  that  by  the  combination  of  a  fidlure  of  issue  with  ^^J^f^ 
wordb  referring  to  the  death  of  the  ancestor  imder  a  parti-  c^**^ 
cular  age,  the  failure  is  restricted,  is  practically  carried  out 
to  a  great  extent    It  is,  that  whenever  there  is  a  gift  to  a 
pemm  in  fee,  and  in  the  event  of  his  dying  under  the  age 
of  twenty-one,  (and,  it  should  seem,  any  other  or  greater 
age,)  or  without  issue,  over ;  the  word  or  shall  be  construed 
to  mean  and;  and  that,  therefore,  the  limitation-over  shall 
not  take  effect  unless  both  the  specified  events  happen,  (p) 
Tbe  prindple  and  operation  of  this  rule  is  thus  luminously  Its  prindple 
Stated  by  the  author  of  the  Treatise  on  WUk :  (7)—*'  The 
ground  fiir  changing  the  testator's  expression  in  these  cases 
ifl^  that  as,  by  making  the  event  of  the  devisee  leaving  issue, 
a  condition  of  his  retaining  the  estate,  he  evidently  intends, 
that  a  benefit  shall  accrue  to  such  issue  through  their  parent, 

(•)  Onm  w.  ArMf,  1  Hara,  426.  Dm  d.  BerbeH  r.  SMg,  2  B.  &  G. 

(p)  SomOt  ▼.  Gtnwd,  Cro.  Elit.  9*26.      Afifaf  ▼.  />^r,  5  Sim.  495; 

52^      iUyAi  ▼.  Hay,  1^  Eut,  67.  8  Sim.  330. 

▼.  J9aJk«r,  1  taunt.    174.  (9)  Pp.  444»  446. 
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Limitation  on 
death  of  B.  in 
life  of  A.,  or 
without  isroe. 


it  is  highly  improbable^  that  he  should  mean  this  benefit  to 
depend  upon  the  contingency  of  the  devisee  attaining  ma- 
jority ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  very  probable,  that 
the  testator  should  intend,  in  the  event  of  the  devisee  dying 
under  that  age  leaving  issue,  to  give  him  an  estate  which 
would  devolve  upon  the  issue;  but  that,  if  he  attained 
twenty-one,  (the  age  at  which  he  would  acquire  a  dispodng 
competency,)  he  should  take  the  estate  absolutely,  t.  e* 
whether  he  afterwards  died  leaving  issue,  or  not  The 
change  of  or  into  and^  therefore,  substitutes  a  reasonable  for 
a  most  unreasonable  scheme  of  disposition."  Again, — **  the 
principle  in  question  applies  to  every  case,  where  the  gift- 
over  is  to  arise  in  the  event  of  the  preceding  devisee  or 
legatee  dying  under  prescribed  circumstances,  or  leaving  an 
object  who  would,  or,  at  least,  who  might  take  a  benefit 
derivatively  through  the  devisee  or  legatee,  if  his  interest 
remained  undivested,  and  to  whom,  therefore,  it  is  probable, 
the  testator  intended  directly  a  benefit,  not  dependent  upon 
the  circumstance  of  the  devisee  or  legatee  dying  under  the 
prescribed  circumstances,  or  not"  And  the  same  learned 
writer  states  the  principle,  upon  which  the  doctrine  rests, 
to  be,  shortly, — "  that  where  the  dying  under  twenty-* 
one  is  associated  with  the  event  of  the  devisee  leaving  an 
object,  who  would,  if  the  devisee  retwied  the  estate,  take  an 
interest  derivatively  through  him,  the  copulative  constnictioa 
prevails." 

And  this  alteration  of,  ^'  or",  into,  *'  and,"  obtains,  alaoi,  in 
the  case  of  a  limitation  to  a  person  in  fee,  subject  to  a  gift- 
over,  if  he  shall  die  in  the  lifetime  of  another^  or  mUhouJL 
issue,  (r)  Thus,  where  (s)  there  was  a  devise  to  A.  for  life, 
with  remainder  to  B.  and  her  heirs,  hut  if  B.  died  before  A^ 
or  if  she  died  without  heirs  of  her  body 9  then  to  C.  and  his 
heirs ;  it  was  held,  that  the  devise^ver  to  C.  could  only 


(f)  1  Jann.  Wills,  446.  2  East,  366.     And  see    Wri^kt  d. 

(f )  DmM  d.    WUkifu  y.    Kemeyt,       BurriU  ?.  Kemp,  3  T.  R.  470. 
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take  eflect,  if  B.  died  before  A«,  and  without  issue,  for  that 
unless  or  were  read  as  andf  the  devisee-over  would  take  if 
K  died  before  A.,  although  B.  left  issue ;  and  that  would 
clearly  be  against  the  apparent  intent  of  the  devisor,  which 
was,  to  prefer  the  issue  of  B.  to  C. 

Again,  the  construction  in  question  has  been  admitted  in  Limitation  on 
the  before-mentioned  case,(iS)  of  a  devise  of  estates  to  A.  oatsettliniFthe 
and  his  heirs,  but  if  he  should  die  without  wttUnq  or  dis^  ^f!^\  ^ 

^  ^  without  usue. 

^(fihg  of  the  same,  or  without  issue,  then,  over;  in  regard 
to  which,  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  B.  B.,  that  the  devise- 
over  Med  on  A.'s  disposing  of  the  property,  although  he 
subsequently  died  without  issue. 

And  so,  also,  the  same  rule  was  acted  upon  in  a  recent  Limitation  on 
case,  where  (w)  there  was  a  devise  to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  twwitySiree 
the  testator's  son,  if  he  should  attain  twenty-three,  or  should  ?  being  mar^ 

'  .  "^  "^^b  con- 

be  married  with  the  consent  of  the  trustees,  which  should  lent,  without 

•    

first  happen,  in  fee ;  and  in  case  he  should  die  mthout  at- 
taining  twenty-^hree,  or,  being  married  with  such  consent  as 
aforesaid,  should  die  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  or  such 
issue  should  die  under  twenty-one,  then,  over;  the  son 
married  with  consent  under  twenty-three :  and  it  was  held, 
that  the  son  could  make  a  good  title  to  an  estate  in  fee- 
simple. 

It  is  observable,  that  this  constructive  change  of,  '^  or,"  into,  Roie  restrict- 
"and,"  and  also  the  rule  which  gives  a  restricted  construe-  "*  ^^^^  ^" 
tion  to  words  importing  a  foilure  of  issue,  by  reason  of  their  aupciation 

.    .  -  t  ^1  1  •  1  1       ^^  collateral 

assooatioQ  with  a  collateral  contingency  personal  to  the  contingencies^ 
ancestor,  obtain,  as  well  in  cases,  where  the  construction  of  ^angin^  " 
an  indefinite  foilure  of  issue  would  have  the  effect  of  raisinir  ^^}?!'^S* . 

D   obtain,  though 

an  estate-tail  by  implication,  which  would  validate  the  sub-  contrary 

,  -  ,  construe- 

sequent  gifts,  as  where  that  construction,  on  account  of  its  tion  would 
not  80  operating,  would,  simply,  render  the  ulterior  limitations  [^  ^****' 
void  tx  remoteness. 

(t)  Btaehcroft  v.  Broome,  4  T.  R.  («)  Grimihaw  ▼.  Pickup,  reported 

44^.    And  see  also  Green  v.  Harve^f,      in  3  Jur.  286. 
1  Hare,  428,  as  to  personal  estate. 


or" 
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6.  Circam-  6.  Tbe  next  ffiound  of  a  restrictive  construction  of  words 

o¥wb^ig*^    importing  a  fs&lure  of  issue,  to  be  mentioned  in  this  place,  is 
iiroiSs!!^a^  that  founded  on  expressions  by  which  the  ulterior  limitation 
his  deceue,"     ig  introdooed,  and  which  refer  to  the  time  of  the  decease 
of  the  ancestor,  as  the  period  of  that  limitaUon  taking 
effect     Thus,  if  land  be  devised  to  A.  in  fee,  and  if  he  die 
without  issue,  then,  at  or  afUr  hit  deceatef  to  B. ;  the  woids, 
^  after  his  decease,"  seem,  with  suflSdent  certainty,  to  point 
to  the  death  of  the 'first  taker,  as  the  dme  at  which  the  fiii- 
lure  of  issue  contemplated  is  to  be  ascertained. 
No  dcteoi  But,  though,  antecedently  to  any  viewdxawnfirom  authority, 

admitted  force   thc  influence  of  ihcsc  words  seems  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
pr^^Ds^u       restricted  construction,  it  must  be  confessed,  that  no  actual 
^  reait*^^^     dedsion  has  yet  admitted  that  influence,  in  regard  to  limita- 
tions  of  real  estate;  while  there  is  some  authority  of  a  con- 
trary tendency.    Various  cases  have  fully  estaUisbed  the 
force  of  the  words  in  question  as  respects  gifb  of  peraonal^^ ; 
but  the  broad  distinction  between  limitations  of  real  and  of 
personal  estate,  upon  a  dying  without  issue,  prevents  those 
cases  being  regarded  as  decisive  of  the  question  before  us. 
From  two  cases  only,  can  a  conclusion  fitvorable  to  the  ex* 
tension  of  the  doctrine  under  conrideration  to  limitations  of 
Cue  of  Am  d.  real  estate,  be  derived.    Tbe  case,  alluded  to,  is  that  of  Do^ 
^^  '        '   d.  King  v.  Froity  («)  where  there  was  a  devise  of  realty  to 
the  testator^s  son,  W.  F.,  and  his  heirs,  provided,  that  if  the 
said  W*  F.  should  have  no  children,  child,  or  issue,  the 
devised  property  was^  on  the  decease  of  the  said  W.  F^  to 
become  the  property  of  the  heir-at-law,  subfect  to  euck  jr- 
gaeies  as  W.  F.  might  leave  by  will,  to  any  of  the  younger 
branches  of  the  femily.    It  was  held,  that  W.  F.  took  an 
estate  in  fee,  subject  to  an  Executory  devise-over,  in  tbe 
event  of  his  death,  without  leaving  issue  living  at  that  time. 
^^^'""'^^      It  has  been  before  seen,  that  this  decision  is,  in  a  great  degree, 
Jtii^T.  FnmL    to  be  referred  to  the  circumstance  of  the  charge  of  legacies, 

(o)  3B.&AU.646. 
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sabject  to  which  the  nlterior  limitation  was  made.  But  it 
is  dear,  that  the  words,  ^  oo  die  decease,"  by  which  the  gift- 
over  was  introduced,  must  be  consideied  as  having,  in  some 
measure,  influenced  the  decision,  for  Holrogdf  J.,  referred  to 
tbat  expression,  as  of  some  importance  in  putting  a  construe- 
tkm  upon  die  limitations.  The  case  cannot,  however,  be 
treated  as  even  apfmiaching  to  a  deeition  upon  the  e£Rect  of 
the  words  in  question;  for  it  does  not  appear,  that  they  were 
mged  in  the  argument  at  the  bar,  or  by  the  other  judges,  as 
warranting  the  limited  construction  adopted  by  the  Court 

The  other  case,  referred  to,  is  that  of  JRoMwcm  V.  6rey{w)  OmoiiMim^ 
where  there  was  a  devise  to  a  trustee,  in  trust  to  pay  the         '  ^^' 
rents  and  profits,  to  the  testatrix's  three  daughters,  and  the 
survivor  of  them,  for  their  respecdve  lives,  share  and  share 
alike ;  and  after  their  decease,  the  proper^  to  be  in  trust 
fcr  the  children  of  the  said  three  daughters,  who  should  be 
living  at  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  sud  daughters, 
share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in  common  (without  any 
words  of  limitadon) :  but  if  all  the  said  daughters  should  die 
without  leaving  issue,  then  after  the  deceaee  of  the  survivor  of 
the  said  daughters^  in  trust  for  the  testatrix's  grandson,  W. 
R.,  hb  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.   On  a  case  from  Chancery, 
the  Court  of  B.  R.  certified,  that  the  testatrix's  daughters 
took  estates  for  their  lives,  and  that  such  of  their  children,  as 
should  he-living  at  the  death  of  the  survivcv  of  the  daughters, 
woidd  take  estates  in  fee,  as  tenants  in  common.     To  have  Obienratiom 
arrived  at  this  conclusion,  it  is  evident,  that  the  judges  must  ^!&>iy. 
have  dkcarded  the  construction  of  an  indefinite  feilure  of 
iasue,  for  the  application  of  such  a  construction  would  have 
had  die  effect  of  raising  estates-tail  by  implication  in  the 
teslator^s  daughters,  in  remainder  expectant  on  the  deter- 
minaticm  of  the  life-estates  of  their  children.     A  restricted  * 

construction,  on  the  odier  hand,  operated  in  this  manner: — 
the  testator,  by  giving  over  the  property  in  fee,  in  the  event 

^•p)  9  East,  1. 
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of  a  default  of  children  of  his  daughters,  living  at  the  time  of 
the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  those  daughters,  pliunly  im- 
plied, that  if  any  grandchildren  oudived  the  survivor  of  the 
daughters,  such  grandchildren  should  take  the  fee;  as  the  con- 
struction of  their  taking  only  life*interests  would  make  it  per- 
fectly immaterial,  at  what  period  their  deceases  should  take 
place,  and  would,  therefore,  render  nugatory  any  provison, 
contemplating  the  deaths  of  the  daughters'  children  imder 
particular  circumstances ;  reasoning  similar  to  that,  which 
gives  the  fee  to  a  person  under  a  devise  to  him  indefinitely, 
with  a  subsequent  limitation-over,  in  the  event  of  his  death 
under  twenty-one,  or  other  specified  age.  To  give  fiill 
efiect,  consequently,  to  the  limitation  on  the  contingency  of  a 
fidlure  of  the  testator's  grandchildren,  the  Court,  having  de- 
termined upon  the  construction  of  a  restricted  &ilure,  woidd 
give  effect  to  that  construction,  by  holding  the  grandchildren 
living  at  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  daughters,  entitled 
in  fee-simple ;  which  was  the  decision  actually  pronounced. 
This,  it  is  conceived,  is  the  true  character  of  the  adjudication 
referred  to ;  (x)  and  it  has  been  here  considered,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing,  that  Robinson  v.  Orey  must  be  regarded  as 
an  authority  in  favor  of  the  restricted  failure  of  issue ;  but 
whether,  or  to  what  extent,  that  constniction  is  to  be 
referred  to  the  words,  *'  after  the  decease,  ftc,"  introducing 
the  ulterior  gift,  it  may  be  difiicult  to  say. 
Caie  of  H^iUu^      Opposed  to  these  two  authorities,  are  two  others,  of  the 

following  description.  In  JFaUer  v.  Drew,  (y)  a  testator 
devised,  that  if  W.,  his  eldest  son  and  heir-at4aw,  should 
happen  to  die,  and  leave  no  issue  of  his  body  lawfully  be- 
gotten, then  and  in  that  case,  and  not  otherwise,  after  the 
death  of  the  said  W*,  the  testator's  lands  of  inheritance 
should  be  to  R.  in  fee:  and  it  was  held,  that  W.  took  an 
estate-tail ;  of  course,  upon  the  ground  of  the  failure  being 

{»)  See  the  arguments  in  Hutehit^      as  to  the  nature  of  this  A>^»imiL 
9tm  T.    SUphau,  1  Keen,  244»  245,  (y)  1  Com.  373. 
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unrestricted.  In  Doe  d.  Cock  v.  Cooper^  {z)  there  was  a  Case  of  Doe  <L 
devise  of  lands,  to  the  testators  nephew,  R.  C,  for  his  life,  ^-^^ooper. 
and  after  his  decase,  to  the  lawful  issue  of  the  said  R.  C,  as 
tenants  in  common ;  but  in  case  the  said  R.  C.  should  die 
without  leaving  lawful  issue,  ihen^  after  his  dececLsei  to  G.  H. 
in  fee:  and  it  was  held  in  B.  R.,  that  R.  C.  took  an  estate- 
tail,  to  accomplish  the  general  intention,  and  by  implication 
from  the  words,  **  in  case  R.  C«  shall  die  without  leaving 
ifisoe." 

In  neither  of  these  last-mentioned  cases  does  it  appear,  ObMnradons 
that  the  question  of  the  force  of  the  words  referring  to  the  ^Codiy.Cooper. 
decease  of  the  ancestor,  in  the  gifl-over,  was  at  all  presented 
to  the  notice  of  the  judges.  In  the  latter  of  the  two,  indeed, 
the  construction  of  an  estate-tail  in  the  first  taker  obtained, 
indep^idently  of  the  limitation  on  iailure  of  his  issue ; 
although  that  gift  was  uiged  in  favor  of  his  taking  an  estate- 
tail  The  only  effect,  therefore,  of  a  limited  interpretation 
of  the  words  importing  failure  of  issue,  would  have  been,  to 
gi?e  place  to  the  ulterior  limitation  as  a  remainder,  contingent 
on  die  event  of  the  death  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  without  issue 
tiohtg  at  that  time;  and,  as  has  been  properly  said,  (a)  it  could 
hardly  be  contended,  that  the  words,  *^  after  his  decease," 
Eofficedfor  thatpurpose;  especially,as  the  indefinite  construc- 
tion would  have  the  advantage  of  making  the  ulterior  limi- 
tation a  remainder,  to  arise  on  the  determination  of  the 
preceding  estate-tail  at  any  time.  It  must  be  admitted, 
therefore,  that  Doe  d.  Cock  v.  Cooper  forms  no  veiy  im- 
portant authority  against  the  restrictive  construction  under 
consideration ;  although,  as  supported  by  WaUer  v.  Dretv, 
it  may,  perhaps,  be  considered  of  some  weight  and  con- 
sideration upon  the  point 

It  remains  to  notice  the  case  of  Dunk  v.  Fennevt  (&)  Case  of  Dunk 
recently  cited  and  observed  upon  at  some  length,  (c)  In  ob^rvatiomT^ 
that  case,  it  vrill  be  remembered,  the  Court  adopted  the  ^I^''  >^* 

(2)  1  East,  1^29.  (6)  2  Ross.  &  My.  567. 

(a)  2  Pow.  Der.  by  Janii.  582,  n.  (c)  Vide  iupra,  p.  200,  tt  teq. 
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construction  of  an  indefinite  frilure  of  issue,  as  regards  both 
the  real  and  personal  estate,  notwithstanding  that  the  words, 
**  after  her  decease,"  occurred  in  the  ulterior  depositioiiSy  in 
reference  to  the  person,  on  the  fiulure  of  whose  issue  they  were 
totakeefiect;  and  yet  that,  at  the  same  tame,  some  of  the  gifts 
so  made  were  held  valid,  as  depending  only  on  the  decease 
of  the  first  taker.    This  decision,  it  must  be  confessed,  is 
utterly  incomprehensible  on  any  other  ground,  than  that, 
where  expressions,  referring  to  the  decease  of  the  first  taker, 
occur  in  or  after  a  limitation-over  on  his  death  widmotisBae, 
such  expressions  may  be  attended  to,  so  fiur  as  to  be  allowed 
to  give  effect  to  the  ulterior  gifts,  if  at  the  time  of  the  fini 
taker's  death  there  are  no  issue,  but  that  the  words  in  ques- 
tion cannot  have  the  force  of  restricting  the  fiulure  of  issue 
itself  to  that  period    For  a  doctrine  of  this  kind,  there 
might,  perhaps,  be  some  show  of  argument    But  JDuni  v. 
Fefiner  cannot  be  supported  upon  any  such  ground.    For 
the  ulterior  gifts  of  the  corpug  of  the  personal  estate  were 
in  that  case  held  to  be  void ;  and,  as  to  the  real^^  it  was 
decided,  that  the  subsequent  limitations  IxkAl  effect  as  re- 
mainders ;  of  course,  on  a  similar  ground.    The  result  oi 
the  decision,  therefore,  was  this:  that  the  fiulure  of  issue 
contemplated  was  indefinite ;  that  certain  bequests  of  lega- 
cies which  were  not  to  take  efiect,  except  in  the  event  of 
default  of  issue,  were,  nevertheless^*  good,  because,  as  to 
them,  the  fiulure  was  restricted  to  the  death  of  the  first  taker; 
while  the  gifis  of  the  carpus  of  the  personalty,  whereoot 
those  legacies  were  to  be  satisfied,  and  which  were  to  take 
effect  in  the  very  same  event,  were  void,  as  too  remote. 
To  say,  that  such  adeoision  is  not  referrible  to  or  explicable 
by  any  rule  or  prindple  of  legal  constnicdon,  iq>[dioable  to 
a  single  scheme  of  disposition,  complete  in  itself,  and  evincing 
one  uniform  int^idon,  appears  to  be  almost  superfluous. 
But  when  to  this  consideradon,  is  added,  thai,  of  the  gifts 
of  the  corpus  of  the  property  expressly  referring  to  the  event 
on  which  the  legacies  depended,  as  coincident  with  thai  on 
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which  the  former  were  to  arise,  room  ia  left  for  no  other 

BQppontioQ,  than,  that  the  extraordinary  character  of  the 

decisioQ  is  to  be  attributed  to  the  apparent  circumatancc, 

cS  no  aigiiraent  having  been  addressed  to  the  Court,  upon 

the  point  of  the  remoteneas  of  the  gifts  of  the  legacies. 

Had  such  a  view  of  the  case  been  pi^essed,  there  ean  be  little 

doubt,  that  either  the  bequests  of  the  legacies  would  have 

been  held  too  remote,  in  acocxdance  with  the  principle  of 

ooQstmcticn  adopted  in  reference  to  all  the  other  gifts ;  or, 

that  the  Court  would  have  harmonized  the  interpretation, 

by  holding,  that  all  the  ulterior  gifts  depended  upon  one, 

namely,  a  restricted,  fiulure  of  issue,  and  that,  therefore,  as 

to  both  realty  and  personalty,  they  were  good  Executory 

iiinitadon&     At  all  events,  it  may  be  aflb*med,  that  DutUk  v. 

Fetmer  is  an  authority  of  no  very  decisive  character,  upon 

the  foice  belonging  to  the  exjnession,  **  after  his  decease^" 

or  the  like,  in  regard  to  the  construction  to  be  put  upon 

words  importing  a  failure  of  issue. 

Here,  it  may  be  observed*  that  where  the  words,  "  after  Wordi  *<  after 

his  decease,"  &c.,  occur  merely  as  a  referentieU  expression,  a/oretaid'*  ^ 

and  are  not    themselves  used  to  introduce  the  limitation  ?!^^!^,^J^ 

nftntuMu  ex- 
depending  oa  the  failure  of  issue,  they,  without  doubt,  have  pmsbn  only. 

ix>  force,   in  relation  to  the  extent  or  character  of  that 

fiuhue.  Thus,  where  (b)  there  was  a  gift  by  will,  in  case  the 

testator's  daughter,  M.,  should  die  without  issue,  and  subee- 

qoent  pfts  were  made,  **  after  her  decease  in  manner  af&re^ 

said:^  it  was  held,  that  those  words  must  be  construed  to 

1^  to  the  daug^ter^s  decease  without  issue,  and,  therefore, 

to  mean,  after  the  faiture  of  issue  at  any  time* 

Upon  the  wholes  it  must  be  observed,  that  no  sufficient  Obsenratioiisas 

,     .  •        /•  •!•         «  .     .      4,  to  present  State 

anthon^  at  present  exists,  for  extending  the  restnctive  force  of  the  law, 
of  die  words,  ''  after  his  decease,"  or  the  like,  to  limitations  ^^^^^^ 
of  real  estate,  however  well  established  the  rule,  in  regard  ^^  ^^l''^^^ 

^ ^        &c.,  in  gins  of 

to  similar  gifts  of  personalty.    That  the  inference  arising  realty. 

(^  Grem  t.  Rod^  Fit%.  68  ;  cHod  3  Atk.  289. 
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7.  Circum- 
staiice  of  ffift 
baring  rerer- 
enoe  to  prior 
limitation  on 
failure  of 
iasue,  clearly 
restricted. 


from  such  expressions  in  favor  of  a  confined  signification  of 
words  importing  a  failure  of  issue,  is  equally  strong,  what- 
ever the  nature  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  ^fi;,  is  plain ; 
and  it  is  by  no  means  clear,  that  that  presumption  will  be 
restricted  to  limitations  of  personal  property,  should  occa-- 
sion  arise  for  an  actual  adjudication  on  the  question.  K 
that  course  6e  adopted,  however,  the  reason  of  the  difference 
of  construction  must  be  sought  for,  in  the  greater  £EKnlity 
with  which  the  Courts  are  accustomed  to  admit  the  restric- 
tive interpretation,  in  respect  to  limitations  of  real,  than  of 
personal,  estate. 

7.  Another  circumstance,  sometimes  restrictive  of  words 
primarily  importing  a  general  fiulure  of  issue,  is  that,  of  the 
particular  gift  in  reference  to  which  the  question  arises,  oc- 
curing  subsequently  to  another,  which  is,  either  expressly, 
or  by  legal  implication  fiK>m  accompanying  expressions 
or  circumstances,  to  take  efiect  upon  a  dying  without  issue 
living  at  the  death  of  the  ancestor,  {e)  This  rule  is  founded 
on  a  presumption,  that  when  an  event  of  the  same  character 
is  contemplated  in  two  distinct  gifts,  the  author  of  the  limi- 
tations also  had  in  his  mind  an  accordance  in  (what  may  be 
termed)  the  adjuncts  or  accessories  of  the  contingency ;  and 
that  any  difference  in  the  expressions  used  is  to  be  referred 
to  the  very  common  and  natural  tendency,  to  speak  less 
precisely,  or  more  summarily,  on  a  subject,  or  of  an  event, 
previously  particularised :  or  if  the  first  mention  of  the  con- 
tingency be  not,  in  itself  technical  and  definite,  but  derive 
its  particular  purport  fix)m  accompanying  expressions,  or  cir- 
cumstances extrinsic,  as  that  borrowed  or  accidental  preciaion 
proceeds  firom  a  presumed  intention  (not  less  clear,  because 
informally  evinced,  or  incidentally  educed,)  the  recurring 
expression  of  a  similar  contingency,  in  general  terms,  is 
entitled  to  or  demands  a  similar  interpretadon,  although  it 
may  not  be  assisted  by  the  like  incidental  manifestations 


it)  See  Prior  on  « lasue,"  90,  9t  »eq. 
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of  intention ;  in  other  wonis,  the  rule,  noscitur  a  sociiSi  has 
phee. 

It  may  suffice  to  mention  one  case,  in  which  this  referential  Case  of  Rod- 
coDStmction  has  obtained.  Thus,  in  the  late  case  of  Rodfcri  ^^^'  *^' 
T.  Radforiy  (/)  there  was  a  devise  of  freehold  and  leasehold 
estates,  to  A.  and  B«,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  the  heirs  of 
the  body  and  bodies  of  the  said  A.  and  B.,  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  if  either  of  them  should  die  without  leaving 
isBue,  then,  as  to  the  share  of  such  of  them  as  should  so  die 
without  issue  as  aforesaid,  to  the  use  of  the  survivor  of  them, 
the  sud  Ai  and  B.,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body ;  and  in  case 
both  of  them  should  die  without  issue  of  his  or  their  body 
or  bodies,  then,  to  the  use  of  C.  for  life,  with  remainder, 
to  trustees  to  preserve,  &c.,  and  divers  remainders-over: 
and  it  was  held,  that  the  Umiiatum  to  the  survivor  was  a 
good  limitation  by  way  of  Executory  devise;  that  by  the 
wwd,  *'  issue,"  in  the  succeeding  clause,  the  testator  intended, 
mei  issue  as  were  to  take  under  the  prior  limitation;  and  that, 
consequently,  the  limitation-over  to  C.  was  not  too  remote. 

In  the  application  of  the  rule  under  consideration,  it  is  ma*  Caution  requi. 
nifest,  very  great  caution  is  requisite ;  else,  the  mere  circum-  ^^^ii^JjonQf 
stance,  that  in  one  part  of  an  instrument,  a  restricted  failure  tms  doctrine. 
of  issue  is,  either  expressly  or  by  implication,  contemplated, 
mi^  be  deemed  sufficient  to  rebut  any  other  construction, 
however  deficient  the  grounds  for  a  limited  construction,  or 
adverse  the  inclination  and  rules  of  legal  interpretation. 

One  limit  to  the  application  of  this  doctrine  seems  to  be.  Referential 
that  the  limitation,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  supposed  re-  be  subseqaent 
frrential  construction,  should  be  posterior  in  order,  to  that  Se^^S^^^S^I* 
which  is  to  lead  the  interpretation.     Without  this,  settled  tkm. 
ndes  of  construction  would  be  open  to  unlimited  interference, 
and  groundless  intrusion ;  and  in  de&ult  of  this,  that  which 

^/)  1   Keen,  486.     And  see  tbe  vide  Lepitu  v.   Ferard,  2  Bubs.    & 

prcriooa  cases  of  Skeppard  ▼.    Lei-  My.  378,  but  Sir  J,  Leach  and  Lord 

•JH^Aam,  AmbL   1*22;  KLrkpatrick  y,  £roif$rAam  difiered,  as  to  the  constrnc- 

SH^utriek,  13  Ves.  476 ;  Morte  v.  tion  of  the  failure  first  mentioned. 
Urd  OrwumdMy   I   Russ.  382.     Std 
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As  betweon 
prior  express 
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failure,  latter 
more  favorable 
to  referential 
oonstniction. 


And  doctrine 
more  readily 
applied  to 
cross^limita- 
tions,  with 
subsequent 

S'ft-over,  on 
ilnre  of  issue 
ofalltbe 
objects  of  prior 
gift. 


is  the  whole  and  sole  basis  of  the  doctrine  fails ;  and  this, 
in  its  tum^  becomes  subject  to  question,  as  resting  on  no 
solid  or  rational  foundation,  by  reason  of  its  extension  to 
cases,  which  cannot  share  with  it  a  common  principle  of 
operation. 

Again,  it  would  appear,  that  there  is  more  ground  for  the 
application  of  the  doctrine  in  question,  when  the  &ilure  of 
issue  first  mentioned  is  only,  conitructively^  restrained  to  the 
death  of  the  ancestor,  than  when  that  fidlure  is,  by  express 
terms,  so  restricted ;  for,  in  the  latter  case,  there  will,  ge- 
nerally, be  such  a  marked  diilerence  in  the  expressions  used, 
as  almost  to  give  rise  to  the  presumption,  that  two  kinds  of 
dying  without  issue  were  intended,  (g)  When,  however,  the 
restriction  of  the  first  failure  proceeds  fix)m  implication, 
grounded  on  accompanying  expressions  or  extrinsic  circum- 
stances, the  deficiency  in  preciseness  of  the  contingency 
subsequently  contemplated,  raises  no  presumption  as  to  an 
intended  distinction  in  the  character  of  the  respective  events. 

Further,  it  should  seem,  that  this  rule  more  easily  applies 
to  cases,  where  the  first  gift,  on  a  dying  without  issue,  is  to 
one  or  more  of  two  or  more  persons  taking  under  a  prior 
limitation,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  either  without  issue, 
and  the  subsequent  gift  is  on  failure  of  issue  oiaU  the  objects 
of  the  previous  limitation.  (A)  Here,  a  strong  presumption 
arises,  that  the  author  of  the  gifts  intended  a  coincidence 
between  the  event,  on  which  the  cross-limitation  was  to  de- 
pend, and  that,  on  which  the  ulterior  gift-over  was  to  take 
efiiect  And  in  this  case,  the  referential  construction  seems 
better  founded,  because  of  the  relationship  which  exists  be- 
tween the  gifts  depending  on  the  respective  &ilures,  and, 
also,  because  of  the  closer  contact  into  which  the  two  limita- 
tions in  question  are,  generally,  brought,  when  they  actually 
occur.     Nor  does  the  influence  of  these  consideratioiis  appear 


{g)  See,  as  to  tbis,  2  Jarm.  Wills,      hereafter  arise  in  the  caae  of 
366,  n.  way  Y.  AfviOcdndl,  1  Dr.&  War.  84. 

(A)  A  question  of  this  kind  may 
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to  be  the  less,  when  the  cross-limitatioD  is  made  to  peraonsy 
by  name,  and  not  under  the  description  of  **  survivorB''  or 
"  survivor,** 

Again,  if,  in  regard  to  the  property  first  limited.  But  rale  nill 
there  be  a  distinct  gift  to  the  issue,  by  force  of  which,  ^^^'^^ 
the  fiulnre  described  in  the  limitation-oTer  is  restricted,  but  «»tricted  on 

<• .  1       J  •  ...         ground  of 

the  failure  of  issue  contemplated  m  a  subsequent  disposition  preyious  ex- 
be  not  preceded  by  any  such  prior  limitation,  the  objects  of  £|^.  ^   ^ 
which  might  qualify  its  general  meaning,  the  indefinite 
construction,  in  the  latter  case,  will   not  be  rebutted  by 
reference  to  the  prior  clause  of  gift,  (t) 

But,  in  truth,  the  application  of  the  restricted  construction  Difficult  to 
under  consideration,  may  be  said  to  depend,  in  so  great  a  finite  rules  in 
degree,  on  the  particular  circumstances  of  every  case,  that  ^i^'dodbim. 
no  general  rules  can  be  laid  down  with  respect  to  it,  which 
woald  not  admit  of  frequent  infringement     The  slightest 
indication,  however,  that  the  failure  of  issue,  contemplated 
in  the  ulterior  gifl,  is  to  be  of  the  same  character  with  that 
on  which  a  prior  one  depends,  will  be  sufficient  to  give  it 
place,  if  the  construction  of  a  restricted  &ilure  be  clearly 
established,  with  respect  to  the  previous  limitation. 

8.  Another  circumstance,  generally  considered  inconsis*  8.  Circum- 
tent  with  the  construction  of  an  indefinite  fitilure  of  issue,  is  being  to  take 
that,  of  the  ulterior  limitation  being  made  to  depend,  not  f^^e^of 
only  on  a  fiulure  of  issue  of  the  first  taker,  but,  also,  on  the  ^™*»  ^  , 

desth  of  radi 

decease  of  such  issue  under  twenty^one,  or  any  other  specie  issue  under  a 
fed  age.     The  superaddition  of  such  a  contingency  plainly  ^^'^    "■«*• 
shows,  that  by  the  term,  ^  issue,**  was  meant,  not,  indeed, 
necessarily,  the  immediate  oflspring  of  the  person  named, 
bat  all  issue  living  at  his  decease,  {h) 

In  most  of  the  cases,  in  which  limitations  of  this  character 
have  occurred,  there  have  been  previous  express  gifts  to 
the  issue ;  and  the  question  has  generally  been,  whether 

(i)  Cofier  y.  BeKtaB^  2  Bear.  551.  Sim.  591 ;  but  the  V.  C.'s  obsenra- 

{k)  See  2  Jinn.  Wills,  331,  333,  tions  were,  clearly,  unnecessary  and 

35t  353  ;    Prior  on  *'  Issue,"  73.  extra  judicial. 

Sed  tide    Grimskawt  v.    Pickup,   9 

R  2 
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Age  specified 
mnit  not  be 
greater  than 
twenty-one,  or 

E'ft-OTer  will 
>  Yoid,  if 
Ant-taker 
leave  iwiie 
•onriTing. 


9.  Circum- 
etance  of  gift- 
over  being  on 
failore  of  i 
tator'iown 


the  parent  should  take  an  estate-tail,  or  the  issae  succeed 
by  purchase ;  under  which  circumstances,  no  question  of 
remoteness  could  arise.  (1) 

It  must  be  observed,  that  if  the  age,  on  non-attainment  of 
which,  by  the  issue,  the  limitation-over  is  to  arise,  be  greater 
than  twenty-one,  that  limitation  will  not  be  capable  of 
taking  effect,  in  the  alternative  of  the  person  named  leaving 
issue  surviving  him ;  for,  although  the  single  contingency  of 
the  failure  of  issue  is  restrained  to  the  time  of  the  death,  by 
the  effect  of  the  superadded  contingency,  yet,  if  that  event 
do  not  happen,  the  ulterior  gift  must  then  depend  on  the 
other  contingency  with  which  it  is  associated;  and  that 
being,  upon  the  hypothesis,  too  remote,  the  limitation-over 
necessarily  fails. 

9.  A  further  circumstance,  giving  rise  to  a  restricted 
construction  of  words  importing  a  failure  of  issue,  occurs, 
it  is  said,  (m)  when  there  is  a  devise  in  default  of  issue  of 
the  testaiors  own  body ;  which,  unless  there  are  expres- 
sions, plainly  indicating,  that  the  testator  intended  a 
failure  of  issue  whenever  it  may  happen,  refers  to  a  fidlure 
of  issue  limng  at  the  time  of  his  own  deaths  This  is,  what 
may  be  termed,  a  natural  construction,  because  it  most 
accords  with,  what  must  be  presumed  to  have  been,  the 
testator's  meaning.  The  words  may  be,  and  generally  are, 
suflBciently  comprehensive,  to  admit  of  the  construction 
of  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  and,  as  applied  to  or- 
dinary cases,  might,  indeed,  require  such  a  construc- 
tion. But  when  an  interpretation  is  to  be  put  upon  terms 
used  by  a  testator,  in  reference  to  himself  and  to  a  particular 
condition  of  his  family,  the  most  reasonable  view  to  be 
taken  of  his  meaning  and  intention,  is,  that  he  was  referring 
to  a  state  of  things  which  might,  or  might  not,  exist,  at  the 

(/)  See  Doe  d.  Dae^  ▼.  BunuaB,  H^riffht,  2  Biigh,  58 ;  2  Jarm.  Wills, 

6  T.    R.   30 ;    Mtmi  ▼.  Jdmts,  1  292,  347. 

Brod.  k  Bing.  484 ;  Leet  ▼.  Mode^,  (m)  2  Pow.  Dev.  by  Jarm.  567,  if 

I  Yon.  k  Coll.  589 ;  jDm  ▼.   G^,  uq.    Psweflli  note  to  F.  Ex.  Der. 

II  Eait,  6S8  i  Jodgmrat  in  Jesttm  r.  136,  H  wtq.    Cm.  Dig.  tit.  38,  c  18. 
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time  of  his  own  decease,  that   being    the  period   of  the 
win  taldiig  effect 

Thus,  where  (n)  a  testator,  after  directing  all  his  debts  to  Case  of 
be  paid, «  in  defauU  of  issue  of  his  own  body/*  gave  to  trustees  ^^J^7' 
and  their  heirs,  certain  lands,  &c.,  in  trust,  to  pay  his  sister, 
an  annuity  of  lOOiL,  till  his  debts  and  legacies  were  paid,  and, 
after  payment  thereof,  to  his  sister  for  life,  with  divers  re* 
maindefB-over,  in  strict  settlement ;  on  a  case  sent  from 
Chancery  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  B.  R.,  it  was 
objected,  that  this  devise,  being  after  an  indefinite  failure  of 
issoe,  was  executory  and  too  remote ;  to  which  it  was  an- 
swered, that  it  was  not  executory,  but  depended  upon  a  pre- 
cedent conditional  event,  to  be  ascertained  at  the  testator's 
decease  :  the  Court  certified,  that  the  trustees  took  a  base- 
fee,  determinable  on  the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts  and 
legacies  out  of  the  profits  of  the  estates ;  and,  principally, 
upon  die  ground  of  the  devise  being  merely  conditional, 
M  case  he  left  no  issue  of  his  body.  And  Lord  Mansfield, 
C.  J.,  observed,  that  where  a  devise  must  take  efiPect,  if  at 
all,  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  it  is  not,  properly,  an  Exe- 
cutoiy  devise ;  but  that  such  a  devise  was  a  devise  upon  a 
contingent  event,  which  must  happen  at  or  before  the  death 
of  the  testator :  an  Executory  devise  is  a  devise  that  is 
intake  place  infuturo. 

And  so,  in  another  case,(o)  A.,  being  seised  of  divers  estates,  Case  of 
by  virtue  of  a  settlement  made  by  his  mother,  to  the  use  of  '^^^^' 
himself  for  life,  with  remainders  in  strict  settlement,  with  a 
remainder  in  fee,  vested  in  himself,  as  right  heir  of  his 
mother,  made  his  will,  by  which  he  devised  all  his  estate  in 
certain  counties  (wherein  the  setded  estates  were  situate,) 
^  upon  de&ult  of  issue,  male  and  female,  of  his  own  body,"  to 
tmstees,  in  trust,  to  pay  his  just  debts  and  legacies,  and  after 
payment  thereof^  over ;  and  he  bequeathed  annuities  to  his 

(a)  WdSmgtom  ▼.  WdHmffttm,  1  Bl.  Urn  ▼.  Xyfton,    4  Bro.  C.   C.  441 ; 

B.  645 ;  4  Burr.  2165.  Samfird  y.  hhy,  3  B.  &  Aid.  654  ; 

(o)  Frmteh  ▼.  CadeB,  3  Bro.  Pari.  Doe  d.  JUw  ▼.  Luerafi,  8  Bing.  386  ; 

Ca.  TomL  edit.  257.     And  we  i<yl-  Benn  v.  J>iji<m,  10  Sim.  636. 
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risterg.    The  case  arose  on  an  appeal  from  a  decree,  in  favor  of 
the  devisees,  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  of  Ireland ;  and  the  ques« 
tion  material  to  our  present  subject  was,  whether  the  devise 
of  the  settled  lands  was  valid.     On  the  one  side,  it  was  con- 
tended, that  the  devise  was  void,  for  want  of  a  particular- 
estate,  to  support  it  as  a  remainder,  and  too  remote,  after  a 
general  failure  of  issue,  to  take  place  as  a  future  or  Executory 
devise.     On  the  other  side,  it  was  ai^gued,  that  the  devise 
under  the  will  of  A.  was,  at  his  death,  a  devise  tit  postemo% 
and  not  an  Executory  devise:  no  estate  was  limited  to  the 
issue  by  the  will ;  but  it  was  plain,  the  testator  meant,  a 
failure  of  issue  living  at  the  time  of  his  death  :  the  con- 
tingency was  determined,  the  instant  the  vnll  took  place, 
viz.,  the  testator's  death :  the  first  trust  was  to  pay  debts, 
legacies,  and  annuities,  to  his  asters,  for  their  lives ;  and  he 
could  uot  have  intended  that  those  trusts  should  take  place, 
one  hundred  or  two  hundred  years  after  his  death.     The 
House  of  TiOrds  dismissed  the  appeal,  and  affirmed  the 
decree  of  the  Court  below. 
Obserratioiis         In  both  the  last  cited  cases,  we  are  to  observe,  that  there 
ou(»,i^         ^^^  special  circumstances   in   the  vdll,  affording  a  pre- 
th^'dBrm^h  **  sumption,  that  the  testator,  in  devising  his  estate,  in  the 
doctrine.  event  of  a  fidlure  of  his  own  issue,  considered  he  was  mak- 

ing a  disposition,  which  would  either  take  effect,  or  £sul,  at 
his  ovrai  decease.  In  both  wills,  the  devise  had  reference  to 
the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts ;  a  provision  not  easily 
reconcileable  with  the  notion,  that  he  had  in  bis  mind, 
an  event  of  indeterminate  occurrence,  such  as,  an  indefinite 
fiulure  of  issue.  It  may,  perhaps,  therefore,  be  doubted, 
whetherthe  doctrine  in  question  amounts  to  any  thing 
more,  than,  that  the  Courts,  in  putting  a  construction 
upon  words,  having  reference  to  the  failure  of  the  testator's 
ovm  issue,  will  pay  attention  to  any  slight  expressions  and 
circumstances,  which  indicate,  that  he  had  in  his  contempla- 
tion, the  event  of  such  a  failure  at  his  own  decease  ;  there 
being  a  primd  facie  presumption,  that  such  construction 
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most  accords  with  the  testator's  meaning,  though,  probably, 
of  itself  ioflofficient  to  rebut  the  primary  legal  signification 
of  words  importing  a  £ulure  of  issue. 

It  seems  clear,  at  all  events,  that  nothing  must  appear  Contingency 
upon  the  &ce  of  the  will,  indicating,  that  the  testator  had  in  "ferenccTonly 
his  contemplation,  the  fidlure  of  any  remoter  issue  than  his  !?  1^^^^^*^'* 
own  immediate  offspring,  namely,  children.  Thus,  in  one 
case^  (p)  a  testatrix  gave  a  remainder,  to  which  she  was 
entitled  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  who  had  a  par- 
ticalar-estate  for  his  life,  thus : — **  To  my  dear  children, 
if  I  should  leave  any  to  survive  me ;  but  in  case  I  should 
leave  no  mch  child  or  children^  nor  the  issue  of  such  child  or 
children,  and  after  the  decease  of  my  dear  husband,  then  I 
give  and  bequeath  my  said  estates  to  J.  H.,  making  him 
Iiereby  sole  heir  of  this  my  last  will  and  testament,  in 
default  of  issue  left  by  me,  and  after  the  death  of  my  dear 
husband;'*  and  a  question  arose,  whether  the  limitation  to 
J.  EL  was  a  contingent  executory  limitation,  upon  the 
testatrix's  dying  without  any  children  living  at  the  time 
of  her  death,  or  a  remainder  expectant  upon  an  estate-tail  in 
those  children*  Lord  Hardtvicke  said : — **  It  has  been 
objected,  that  these  words  must  be  construed  only,  children 
and  issue  the  testatrix  should  leave  at  the  time  of  her  death ; 
and  that,  therefore,  the  remainder  given  over  is  a  contingent 
executory  interest,  to  take  place  only,  if  she  left  no  children 
at  the  time  of  her  death.  The  words,  *  if  I  should  leave  any 
to  survive  me,'  are  quite  nugatory ;  for  no  person  can  take 
under  a  will,  unless  upon  surviving  the  testator ;  and  then 
the  question  is,  whether  it  is  necessary  to  cany  on  these 
ioopenLtive,  ineffectual  words,  to  the  subsequent  part  of  the 
devise.  It  is  not  at  all  necessary.  She  meant  to  describe, 
'  If  I  should  leave  no  children,  at  the  time  of  my  death,  nor 
issue,  at  any  time,  I  give  my  estate  over.' "  And  it  was,  ac- 
cordingly, held,  that  J.  H.  was  entitled,  upon  a  failure  of  the 

{p)   SwihUif  V.  Si^nehonse,  2  Ves.  )>r»,  61(X 
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testator's  issue,  happening  subsequent  to  her  decease.  This 
case  is  not  adduced,  as  an  authority  strictly  apporite  to  the 
present  subject,  but  only  as  supplying  a  rule  of  interpre- 
tation, applicable  to  similar  gift%  to  take  effisct  on  failure  of 
a  testator's  own  issue.  In  the  case  in  question,  the  con- 
sequence of  holding  the  gift  to  refer  to  a  fidlure  of  issue  at 
any  time,  was  not,  the  invalidity  of  the  ulterior  limitation  on 
the  ground  of  remoteness,  but,  the  giving  it  effect  as  a 
remainder  expectant  on  a  preceding  estate-taiL 
Whether  ne-         According  to  the  terms  in  which  the  doctrine  under 

oessary  that 

tesutor  should  Consideration  has  sometimes  (a)  been  laid  down,  it  would 
^^  appear,  that  it  applies  only  to  the  case  of  a  testator,  ckikUesg 
at  the  date  of  his  will,  and  not,  to  that  of  one  who  has  then  any 
issue.  And  the  unreasonable  character  of  such  a  circum- 
stance, as  an  ingredient  in  the  conditions  of  the  rule,  has 
exposed  the  rule  itself  to  the  doubts  and  animadversions 
of  a  learned  writer,  (r)  who  has  very  properly  remarked,  that 
no  stronger  reason  can  exist  for  giving  a  restricted  con- 
stniction  to  words,  having  reference  to  the  fidlure  of  issue  of 
a  bachelor  or  childless  testator,  than,  to  a  similar  contingency 
as  respectsany  other  person,either  unmairied  or  without  issue. 
Indeed,  the  annexation  of  such  a  condition  to  the  operation 
of  the  rule,  almost  destroys  the  distinctive  principle  on 
which'  it  rests,  which  is  (one  nU  generis)  solely  referrible 
to  the  circumstance,  of  the  event  contemplated  being  con- 
nected with  the  testator  himself,  and  of  the  dispositions, 
by  which  that  event  is  provided  for,  necessarily  waiting 
for  effect  until  his  decease ;  which  is  also  the  time,  most 
reasonably  to  be  supposed  as  intended  by  him,  in  any  re- 
ference to  a  particular  state  of  his  fomily.  The  intmaon 
into  the  pre-requisites  of  the  rule,  of  a  contingency,  such 
as  that  in  question,  is  not  only  unnecessaiy  to  the  pre- 

(q)  2  Pow.  Der.  by  Jarm.  567.  thor's  few  obier?attons  upon  this  sab- 
Mr.  ChiM0*s  Digest  has  also  been  jeet,  any  ground  for  that  oondnaioii. 
cited,  as  snpporting  this  yiew  (see  See  Digest,  tit  38,  cap.  18,  sr.  26,  27. 
Prior  on  *•  Issue,*'  93) ;  but  the  writer  (r)  See  Prior  on  "  Issue,**  pp,  92 
cannot  discover  in  that  learned  au-  — 96. 
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servation  of  its  own  symmetry,  or  of  the  integrity  of  the 
gromids  on  which  it  is  based,  bat  may  even  be  said,  to  be 
destructive  of  harmony  and  oonsbtency  alike.  And,  more- 
over, it  seems  to  be  conceded,  that  the  rule  will  not  be 
rendered  inapplicable  by  the  subsequent  birth  of  issue,  if 
the  testator  leave  none  surviving  him ;  {s)  an  admission, 
which  appears  to  deprive  even  this  inconsistent  qualification, 
of  any  consistency  in  itself  But  it  also  happens,  further, 
that  in  one  {i)  of  the  very  cases  which  have  been  adduced  in 
support  of  the  nile,  the  testator  actually  had  issue  of  the 
description  specified,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  although  they 
sobsequently  fi^iled  in  his  lifetime.  The  circumstance  of 
the  fidlure  of  the  issue  in  the  testator's  lifetime  can  prove 
nothing ;  for  that  is  the  very  event,  the  happening  of  which 
will,  and  alone  can,  ex  hypothesis  give  efiect  to  the  limita* 
tion :  whether  the  testator  have  issue  or  not,  there  must  be 
a  fiulure  at  the  testator's  death,  or  the  supposed  g^fl  wiU  not 
arise. 

The  troth  is,  it  has  so  happened,  that  in  the  principal  Accidental, 
authorities  for  the  rule,  the  testator  was  childless  at  the  authoritiet  an 
date  of  his  "wiU,  and  that  circumstance,  having  been,  at  the  ^gtancei  of 
time,  brought  prominently  forward  in  fiivor  of  the  restricted  ^^<**«»  *••**• 
oonstmction,  has  come  to  be  regarded  as  essential  to  its 
opemtion*     With  deference,  however,  to  other  opinions, 
it  is  conceived,  that  how  much  soever  the  circumstance  of 
the  testator  having  no  issue  at  the  date  of  his  will  may 
fiicilttate,  and  present  a  fiiirer  appearance  for,  the  applica- 
tion of  the  rule,  it  is  in  no  way  a  condition  of  that  applica- 
tion, nor  its  want,  a  hindrance  thereto,  of  any  moment 

10.  Besides  the  various  expressions  and  circumstances,  lo.  Misoel- 
die  effect  of  which,  in  the  construction  of  limitations  upon  pr^i^ns  and 
a  fiiilore  of  issue,  has  hitherto  engaged  our  attention,  many  circumauncci, 
others  will  suggest  themselves  to  the  reader,  of  various  force  restrictiYc 
and  import,  which  do  not  admit  of  regular  classification,  denied. 

(•)  See  2  Pow    Der.  by  Jarm.      654.    See  alao  Doe  ▼.  Luera/U  mU 
567.  tupra, 

(I)  Swrford  V.  /r6y,  3  B.  ft  Aid. 
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[chap.  XV. 


Words  "then,' 
or,  '*  immedi- 
ately there- 
upon/* 


••  After  him." 


Limitation  of 
unentailable 
copyholds, 
upon  a  general 
failure  of  issue, 
how  construed. 


Anj  words  which  unambiguously  indicate  an  intention  in 
the  author  of  the  gift,  to  confine  the  fidlure  of  issue  on 
which  the  estate  is  given  over,  to  a  dying  without  issue 
living  at  the  death  of  the  first  taker,  will  be  sufficient  to 
rebut  the  construction  of  an  indefinite  fSsdlure  of  issue. 

But  these  words  or  expressions  must  be  clear  and  definite, 
as  pointing  to  the  specific  period  of  the  first  taker's  death. 
And,  therefore,  in  general,  mere  adverbs  of  time  will  not 
suffice  for  this  purpose,  as  they  are  capable  of  being  referred 
to  the  happening  of  the  specified  event,  however  remote, 
and  do  not,  nex;essarily  and  exclusively,  point  to  the  particular 
period  of  the  first  taker's  death.  Thus,  if  there  be  a  limi- 
tation to  Asf  and  his  heirs,  and  in  the  event  of  his  dying 
without  issue,  then,  or  immediately  thereupon^  to  R ;  there 
is  no  question,  that  the  ulterior  gift  is  void,  (ti)  But  such 
adverbs,  when  used  conjointly  with  any  other  expressions, 
which  aid  the  construction  of  a  restricted  fisdlure  of  issue, 
will  be  of  weight,  in  putting  an  interpretation  upon  the 
limitations. 

Again,  it  is  clear,  that  the  expression,  ''after  him,"  in  a 
gift-over  on  failure  of  issue  of  the  first-taker,  will  not  have 
the  efiiBct  of  controlling  that  failure  to  the  time  of  his 
death,  (n) 

In  reference  to  all  the  foregoing  rules  and  disdnctions,  it 
is  to  be  remarked,  that  if  the  subject-matter  of  the  limitation 
be  land  of  copyhold  tenure,  and  the  custom  of  the  manor  do 
not  admit  of  the  creation  of  direct  entails,  any  gift  which, 
in  the  case  of  freehold  property,  would  confer,  by  implica- 
tion or  otherwise,  an  estate-tail,  has  the  efiect  of  creating  a 
conditional  fee  in  copyholds.  Thus,  in  a  recent  case»  (tr) 
copyhold  lands  held  of  the  manor  of  K«,  in  which  there  is 
no  custom  to  entail,  were  devised  to  J.  S.,  and  his  heirs, 


(«)  See  BtaueUrk  t.  DonMr^  2 
Atk.  308.  Bigge  ▼.  Bendey,  1  Bro. 
C.  C.  187. 

(v)  Bonn  v.   Penny,  i   Mcr.   20 ; 


S.  C.  19  Ves.  645. 

(w)  Doe  d.  BUsttrd  ▼•  Sin^non,  A 
Bing.  N.  S.  333—340 ;  3  Scott,  N. 
S.  774. 
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but  if  he  should  die  withoui  leaving  any  child  or  chUdrenf 
then  to  M.  B.,  and  her  heirs :  and  the  Court  of  C.  B. 
decided,  that  a  fee-conditional  passed  to  J.  S. ;  and  that,  as 
the  fee-conditional  had  merged  in  the  possibility  of  reverter, 
which  had  descended  to  J.  S.,  (the  consequence  of  the 
construction  being,  that  the  gift  to  M.  B.  was  void,  as  limited 
after  a  fee,)  as  heir  of  the  devisor,  he  had  become  seised  of  a 
fee-simple  absolute.  In  the  case  of  a  similar  limitation  of 
freeholds,  it  will  be  remembered,  J.  S»  would  have  taken 
an  estate-tail,  with  remainder,  to  M.  B.  in  fee ;  the  word, 
**  children,"  being  construed,  "  issue." 

It  is,  further,  established,  that  the  circumstance,  of  property  Restricted  oon- 
eompzised  in  a  limitation  being  of  the  tenure  of  unentail-  not  be  induced 
able  copyhold,  will  not  induce  a  Court  of  law  to  construe  Jj^^^JJ^^ 
words,  primarily  importing  a  general  fidlure  of  issue,  as  copyhold  not 
referring  to  a  feilure  at  the  death,  so  as  to  enable  the  ulterior  able,  and  of 
pft  to  take  effect  as  an  Executory  limitation;  but  that,  ^^^U^nTof 
whatever  construction  would  be  put  on  the  words  in  ques-  ulterior  gift. 
tioD,  if  applied  to  a  limitation  of  freehold  lands,  will  also  hold 
in  regard  to  a  similar  gift  of  copyholds,  although  the  conse- 
quence be,  the  invalidity  of  the  ulterior  limitation,  by  reason 
of  no  remainder  being  allowable  after  a  conditional  fee.  (x) 

The  various  rules  and  distinctions  which  have  been  here  General  ob- 
noticed,  in  reference  to  a  restricted  construction  of  words,  asTo  appiica- 
importinir  a  feilure  of  issue,  can  be  considered  only  as  bear-  ^^y  ?^ 

r  o  »  J  foregoinf 

ing  upon  limitations  in  wills,  so  &r  as  their  extension  to  ^Im  and 

•  ,  -  diftinctions  to 

inatiumentB  inter  viooe  depends  upon  express  authority.  Umiutions  in 
Hie  greater  precision  and  technicality,  observed  in  limita- 
tions in  deeds,  have,  in  some  degree,  rendered  practically 
nnnecessaiy,  the  consideration  as  to  them,  of  the  question  of 
die  construction  to  be  put  upon  words  of  doubdul  import,  in 
reference  to  a  feilure  of  issue,  or  of  the  force  to  be  attributed 
to  accompanying  expressions,  and  circumstances  dehors  the 
gift.  Nor  is  it  possible  to  affirm,  that  there  is  an  appli- 
cability of  all  authorities  upon  the  construction  of  testamen- 

(jr)  Doe  d.  Bhiard  v.  Simpion,  ubi  tupra. 
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taiy  limitations,  to  similar  gifts  in  deeds,  for  the  broad  dis- 
tinction between  the  two  classes  of  instruments,  in  regard  to 
all  questions  of  construction,  precludes  the  supposition,  that 
the  inclination  to  give  effect  to  informal  and  obscure  exhi- 
bitions of  intention,  on  the  part  of  testators,  would,  to  any 
considerable  extent,  be  shown,  to  similar  indications  in  in- 
struments inter  vivot.  Indeed,  the  presumption  is,  that 
unless  the  intention  in  favor  of  a  restricted  failure  were 
manifested  so  strongly,  as  to  render  a  different  interpretation, 
an  instrument  of  violence  to  plain  language  and  express 
provision,  the  Courts  would  always  adhere  to  the  con- 
struction favored  by  antecedent  inclination  of  law,  not- 
vrithstanding  the  existence  of  circumstances,  which,  in 
the  case  of  testamentary  dispositions,  would  restrict  the 
failure,  to  the  death  of  the  ancestor.  Any  case  that  may 
arise,  upon  the  restrictive  force  of  either  of  the  expressions 
or  circumstances  above  considered,  in  reference  to  limita- 
tions in  deeds,  will,  the  writer  believes,  be  one  almost  prinuE 
impresrionis  ;  and  it  would,  therefore,  be  rash,  to  speculate 
upon  the  probable  weight  that  might  be  attached  to  any 
particular  circumstance  or  expression,  as  connected  with  a 
limitation,  by  instrument  inter  tmosy  to  take  effect  on  failure 
of  issue,  either  of  a  prior  taker,  or  of  a  stranger. 
Limitation  to  It  may  be  observed  here,  in  fine  of  this  branch  of  our 
h^is*of  ht^  subject,  that  if  land  be  given  to  a  person,  and  the  heirs  of 
iwdy,  aad  if  he  ^jg  \^j  ^^h  a  limitation-over  in  the  event  of  his  dying 

leave  no  issue  "^  •  "a.  j 

at  hit  death,      without  issue  living  at  his  death,  the  ulterior  gift  does  not 

operate  as  a  conditional  limitation,  partially  defeating  or 
suspending  the  first  estate-tail,  but  as  a  contingent  re- 
mainder, to  take  effect  in  possession,  if  the  first-taker  leave 
no  issue  at  his  death,  (y)  Of  course,  where  the  word, 
*^  leaving,**  only,  is  used  in  the  limitation-over,  no  question 
can  exist  as  to  its  character ;  as,  in  the  case  of  real  estate, 
that  word  simply  refers  to  the  failure  of  the  issue  inheritable 
to  the  entail. 

(y)  See  Wrigki  ▼.  PMrmm,  AmbL      gift,  in  2>m  d.  Bhtif,  4  East,  313  ; 
358 ;  and  an  instance  of  this  kind  of      and  2  Jann.  Wills.  359. 


orer. 
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Subdivision  IL 

Of  the  exceptions  to  the  rule,  invalidating  Umitationt  of 
realty i  to  take  effect  on  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue. 

We  now  approach  the  discussion  of  the  exceptions  to  the 
role,  which  avoids  gifts  depending  on  a  general  fiulure  of 
isBoe,  as  being  too  remote. 

1.  The  first  is,  where  a  person,  being  entitled  to  a  rever-  i-  DevMet  oi 

rerenions 

sion  or  remainder  expectant  on  the  determination  of  an  eipectanton 
estate-tail,  either  general  or  special,  devises  the  property  to  '  "  * 

another,  after  fidlore  of  issue  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  being  the 
iSBoe  entitled  under  or  inheritable  to  the  entail  {z) 

The  commencement  of  the  devise,  in  such  a  case,  takes  Nature  and 
place,  in  point  of  interest^  immediately  upon  the  death  of  ^^^e^. 
the  testator,  and  only  the  event,  on  which  the  estate  devised 
shall  take  effect  in  possessiony  is  postponed:  that  is,  the 
property  limited  is  a  present  fixed  interest,  although  it 
most  wait  for  fixture  possesion.  And  as  there  was  no 
danger  of  a  perpetuity  in  the  original  reservation  of  a  re- 
version upon  an  estate-tail,  so  is  the  devise  of  such  an 
interest,  to  take  effect  upon  the  event  which  will  determine 
the  estate-tml,  and  bring  the  former  into  possession,  equally 
fiee  finom  objection  on  the  ground  of  remoteness.  In  other 
words,  the  contingency  contemplated  has  reference  only 
to  the  event  on  which  the  testator^s  power  of  disposal 
arises,  and  the  devise,  therefore,  enures  as  a  present  gift  of  a 
future  expectancy,  (a)  Thus,  in  an  early  case  (b)  a  person  Caae  of 
conveyed  his  estates,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  ninety-nine  jj^''' 

(g)   2  Prest.  Abtt.  161.    2  Pow.  (a)  Prior  on  " Isnie,* 97. 

Dev.  hj  Jam.  560.     Prior  on  '*  b-  (6)  BadgtrY,  Lloyd,  1  Raym.  523 ; 

nc,*  9S.     2  Jann.  Wills.  40^  «t$€q.        1  Salk.  232. 
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years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  remainder,  to  hb  wife,  in 
the  same  manner,  remainder,  to  his  son,  John,  in  the  same 
manner,  remainder,  to  trustees  and  their  heirs  during  die 
lives  of  the  father  and  son,  to  preserve  contingent-re- 
mainders, remainder,  to  the  Jhrut  and  other  sons  of  the  son 
in  tail  tnale^  remainder,  to  the  father  in  fee :  the  fether 
made  his  will,  and  afier  reciting  the  settlement,  devised 
the  lands,  from  and  after  the  death  of  his  son  without  issue 
male,  to  another  son.  It  was  objected,  that  the  devise  was 
executory,  and  as  it  could  only  take  effect  upon  the  death 
of  the  son  without  issue,  it  was  void,  as  being  too  remote. 
But  to  this  it  was  answered,  that  here,  a  man,  seised  of  a 
reversion  expectant  on  an  estate^tail,  devised  it  after  the 
death  of  the  tenant  in  tail  without  issue,  to  another ;  this 
was  not  an  executory,  but  an  immediate  devise,  and  the 
words,  "  fix>m  and  after,**  were  only  a  declaration  when  it 
should  take  effect  in  possession.  If  the  son  had  not  an 
estate-tail  in  the  land,  but  the  devises  had  been,  after  the 
death  of  a  stranger  without  issue,  they  would  have  been 
Executoiy  devises,  and  void  by  reason  of  the  remoteness 
of  the  possibility;  but  here,  they  were  limited  after  the 
determination  of  the  particular-estate. 
Case  of  LyuoH  And  so,  where  (e)  a  person,  having,  by  articles  on  his  mar- 
riage,agreed  to  settle  his  estate  after  his  own  decease,  to  the  in- 
tent,  that  his  intended  wife  should  receive  a  certain  jointure, 
and  subject  thereto,  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage 
in  tail,  remainder,  to  himself  in  fee,  but  never  having  made 
a  settlement  in  pursuance  of  the  articles,  by  his  will,  gave 
and  devised  his  estates,  on  failure  of  issue  male  of  his  body^ 
to  trustees,  to  raise  money  for  the  payment  of  his  debts, 
and  subject  thereto,  to  his  nephew  and  his  issue,  in  strict 
settlement:  Lord  Loughborough  (reversing  a  previous  de- 
cree of  Lord  Northington,)  held,  that  fit>m  the  situation  of 

(c)  Xytton?.  Z^Mon,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  441. 


V.  LyUon. 
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the  testator*  and  his  family  at  the  time  he  made  his  will, 
and  fiom  the  general  tenor  of  such  will,  it  was  evident,  that 
he  did  not  mean  mote,  than  to  take  in  the  event,  which 
alone  prevented  the  estate  from  being  the  subject  of  an 
immediate  devise,  and,  therefore,  decreed  in  fitvor  of  the 
parties  claiming  under  the  wilL 

Bat  in  order  to  a  limitation,  after  a  dying  without  issue,  There  must  be 
taking  efiect  as  a  devise  of  a  reversion  expectant  upon  an  between  issue, 
existing  estat^tail,  it  is  necessary,  that  the  event,  on  which  e^^^^  ^ 
the  devise  is  intended  to  take  efiect,  should  be  the  very  same  ^^>  ^?., 

whose  failure 

event  which  will  determine  the  estate-tail ;  or,  in  other  words,  derise  b  to 
that  the  issue  described  in  the  will,  should  be  the  same  as  ^^ 
are  inheritable  under  the  entail  For  example,  if  there  be 
an  existing  estate  in  special  tail,  limited  to  A«,  and  the  heirt 
male  of  his  body  by  B.,  with  remainder,  to  C. ;  a  devise  by  C, 
in  the  event  of  A.'8  death  without  issue,  will  be  void,  as 
being  to  take  effsct  on  a  general  fiulure  of  the  issue  of  A., 
there  being  no  corresponding  estate-tail  in  existence.  To 
the  extent  of  the  difierence  between  the  issue  entitled 
under  the  estate-tail,  and  the  issue  described  in  the  will, 
the  devise  resembles  a  limitation  after  a  failure  of  issue, 
onpreceded  by  any  kind  of  estate  whatever,  which  is,  gene- 
rally, void,  as  too  remote.  Thus,  where  (d)  A.,  having  the  CateofL^ly 
reyexnon  in  fee  of  lands,  (which,  upon  the  marriage  of  his  y.  Fax. 
son,  B.,  he  had  settled  upon  himself  for  life,  remainder,  to 
B.  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  re- 
mainder, to  trustees  and  their  heirs,  during  the  life  of  B., 
remainder,  to  the  first  and  other  sans  of  B,^  successively,  in 
tof/  mofe,  remainder,  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  B., 
reversion,  to  A.  in  fee,)  devised  all  his  lands  mentioned  or 
contained  in  the  settlement,  on  failure  of  issue  of  the  body 
of  B.,  and  for  want  of  heirs  male  of  his  own  body,  to  his 
daughter,  F.,  and  the  heirs  of  her  body :  it  was  adjudged, 
in  D.  P.,  that  the  devise  to  F.  was  executory  and  void,  as 

(d)  Lady  Lametbortmsih  ▼.  Fox,  Ca.  T.  T.  262. 
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being  on  too  remote  a  contingency.  It  will  be  obsenred, 
that  in  this  case,  the  limitation  to  the  daughter  was  future^ 
to  arise  after  the  failure  of  issue  of  the  body  of  B.,  and  of 
'  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  A. ;  and,  thereforei  the  devise 
could  not  be  considered  as  that,  of  a  reversion,  depending 
or  expectant  on  preceding  estates-tail,  there  being  no  sub- 
sisting estate,  extending  to  all  the  issue  of  the  body  of 
B,,  nor  any  estate-tail  in  A.  himself  to  devolve  on 
the  heirs  male  of  his  own  body.  But  if  B.  had,  by  the 
settlement,  been  tenant  in  tail  general,  remainder,  to  A  in 
tail  male,  the  reversion,  to  him,  in  fee,  then,  the  devise  to  F. 
would  have  been  a  good  immediate  devise,  to  take  effect 
out  of  A.'s  reversion  in  fee.  {e) 

Cuoof  Briuow      And  SO,  where,  (/)  by  a  marriage  settlement,  property  was 

Umited  to  the  sons  of  the  marriage  in  tail  male,  remainder, 
to  the  daughters  in  tail  generalf  remainder,  to  the  survivor 
of  the  husband  and  wife  in  fee,  and  a  power  was  given  to 
the  wife,  if  the  husband  survived,  and  all  the  children  of  the 
marriage  died  without  issues  to  raise  a  sum  of  money ;  it 
was  held,  that  the  power  was  too  remote,  being  limited  on 
&ilure  of  issue,  not  taking  under  the  limitations,  vis.,  the 
daughters  of  sons.  This  latter  case,  it  is  true,  was  not  an 
example  of  the  devise  of  a  reversion ;  but  it  serves  as  an 
illustration  of  the  doctrine  under  consideration,  because  the 
limitation  in  question  was  to  arise  on  a  general  failure  of 
issue  of  the  marriage,  including  issue  not  inheritable  under 
the  prior  limitations. 

C999ofBanke9       So,  again,  in  another  case,  (g)  lands  being  settled  on  O. 

M.  for  life,  remainder,  to  his  wife,  D.,  for  life,  remainder,  to 
his  first  and  other  sons  on  the  body  of  the  said  D.,  inrtaU 
males  remainders,  to  his  daughters  on  the  body  of  D.,  as 
tenants  in  common  in  tail^enerak  with  the  ultimate  re- 
mainder, to  O.  M.  in  fee ;  O.  M.,  by  his  will,  after  reciting, 

(e)  F.  C.  R.  449.  ig)  Bamku   ▼.    Bobne,    1    Bus. 

^  (/)  BrtKMP  y.  Boothby,  2  Sim.  9c      394,  n. 

Stn.  4S5. 
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that  mider  the  settlement  he  was  seised  of  the  estates  after 
the  decease  of  his  wife,  in  case  there  should  be  no  child  of 
his  wife  begotten  by  him,  or,  being  such,  they  should  all 
die  without  issue,  devised  ''the  aforesaid  reversion,'*  in  case 
he  should  die  vnihout  leaving  any  children  or  child,  or,  there 
bemg  such,  all  of  them  should  happen  to  depart  this  life 
wiAoiU  issue.  It  was  held  by  Sir  /•  Leach,  V.  C,  and, 
afterwards,  in  D.  P.,  that  the  devise  was  void,  as  too  remote ; 
m  other  words,  that  it  did  not  operate  as  a  simple  disposition 
of  the  testator's  reversion. 

It  is  further  established,  that  an  estate-tail  will  not  be  No  estate-tail 
raised  by  implication  in  the  parent,  so  as  to  include  the  plication  jn^ 
isBoe  who  are  not  inheritable  to  the  existing  entail,  and  ■>>^'<^'^- 
thereby  to  support  the  devise  as  a  reminder.    Thus,  in  the 
case  qX Lanesborough  v.  Fox,  above  cited,  it  was  decided,  that 
no  estate-tail  could  be  given  by  implication  to  B« ;  and  this 
dedsion  was  adhered  to  in  a  subsequent  case,  as  a  direct 
authority  against  admitting  such  an  implication.  (A)     If,  Unleu  he  take 
however,  the  parent  take  a  prior  estate  under  the  will,  sus-  Snder^thfwill, 
ceptible  of  enlaigement,  then,  it  is  conceived,  an  estate-tail  ^*^^^  ^^  . 
tftff  be  nosed  in  him  by  implication,  in  accordance  with  the  into  cttate- 
general  rule  on  that  subject,  before  considered ;  the  appli- 
cation of  which  is  not,  it  would  seem,  precluded  by  the 
dreumstance,  of  express  estates-tail  being  vested  in  some 
of  the  isBoe,  under  a  prior  (or,  even,  under  the  same)  instru- 
ment (f) 

But  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  Courts  will,  in  general,  Efforts  will  be 
endeavour  to  construe  the  words  used  by  the   testator,  ^^ 


to  mean,  the  issue  who  take  under  the  existing  settlement ;  ^^^f^"^  ]^^ 
although   such  words  may,  abstractedly  considered,  con-  under  eatate- 
template  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue. 

(a)  See  /oMff  ▼.  MorgoHt  3  Bro.  eitate-tail  waa  railed  in  a  penon  hj 

Part.  Ca.  322 ;  and  App.  to  F  C.  inplicatioD,  although  the    will  oon- 

R.  taioed  a  deriae  of  an  expregg  eitate- 

(0  See    the    case  of  Dahdrjf  ▼.  taU,  to  the  same  person,  in  a  ttmtm* 

DakSrpt  6   T.  R.  307,  where    an  ^m<  event. 

8 
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Case  of /one*  Thus,  in  ooe  case,  (k)  A.,  previously  to  his  marrii^  with 
organ.  g^  ^  settled  Certain  lands,  &c.|  upon  himself  for  life,  semaindery 
to  trustees,  to  support  contingent  remainders^  remainder, 
(subject  to  a  jointure  rent-chaige  to  his  wife)  to  his^<^  and 
other  ams  bff  the  Maid  B.  ntccessioebf  in  tail  male,  revemon, 
to  himself  in  fee  (subject  to  trusts  for  raimng  pin-money  and 
portions  for  younger  children).  Afterwards;,  A.,  having  two 
sons  of  that  marriage,  made  his  wiU^  by  whieh,  aft^  giving 
certain  specific  things  to  his  wife,  B.,  and  the  two  sods,  he 
declared  his  will,  that  in  case  his  said  sons,  or  anjf  other  son 
or  tone  of  his,  thereafter  to  be  bornt  should  happen  to  die 
without  issue  male  of  their  bodies,  then,  he  devised  the 
settled  landS)  &e.,  to  his  brother,  T„  f<Nr  his  life,  but  subject 
to  the  several  provisos  and  payments  mentioned  in  hia  mar- 
riage settlement,  with  divers  remainders-over.  And  the 
testator  appointed  his  wife,  one  of  five  guardians  of  bis  diil- 
dren,  and  also  one  of  his  executors;  and  died,  leaving  his 
wife,  B.,  and  two  sons,  and  two  daughters,  surviving.  It 
was  insisted,  against  the  validity  of  the  devise  to  T.,  that  it 
was  void,  as  not  being  expressed  to  take  effisct  upon  fiulure 
of  issue  male  of  the  testator^s  sons  by  his  then  wife  /  but 
the  words  were  general,  and  extended^  as  well  to  the  fiitme 
sons  of  the  testator  by  any  after  taken  wife,  as  by  his  then 
wife ;  which  would  not  admit  of  the  limitations  takiui;  eflfect 
as  a  devise  of  the  reversioo,  immediately  expectant  on  the 
determination  of  the  estates  created  by  the  setdement  On 
the  <^her  hand,  it  was  contended,  that  the  testator  had  not 
a  future  marriage  in  view,  as  appeared  firom  hb  giving  some 
specific  legacies  to  his  then  wife,  and  naming  her  one  of  his 
executors,  and  also  one  of  the  guardians  of  his  children  ; 
and  that,  therefore,  the  limitation  to  T.  must  be  considered 
as  an  immediate  devise  of  the  reversion,  subject  to  the  estates 
created  by  the  settlement.  The  judges  of  B.  R.,  on  a  case 
stated  to  them,  certified,  that  they  were  of  opinion,  that  the 

(A)  Janeg  v.  Morgan,  «fri  supra. 
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event  of  a  fleoond  marriage  was  not  in  the  testator's  contem- 
[Jation^  and,  eonseqaently,  that  the  words,  "or  anyotherson 
or  soDBy  &C.,"  most  be  restrained  to  sons  of  the  marriage  with 
R,  who  were  all  entitled  under  the  settlement.  The  Lord 
Chancellor's  decree  was  m  confarmity  with  this  opinion ; 
and  die  House  of  Lords,  upon  appeal,  aflbmed  that  dedsion. 
Here,  we  obsenre,  that  the  Court  laid  hold  of  several  cir- 
cnmatances  arising  on  the  will,  to  show,  that  the  testator  had 
in  his  mind,  the  estates  created  by  the  settlement,  and  his 
own  leveision  expectant  thereupon ;  and,  in  addition  to  the 
cucumstancesuiged  in  the  argument  for  the  devise,  we  may 
notice,  the  reference  to  the  charges  created  by  the  setdement, 
made  in  the  devise  to  the  testatoi's  brother  for  life,  as  phdiily 
indicating  that  thesettlement  was  in  his  contemplation,  and 
that  he  conffldered  himself  disposing  of  all  his  reversionary 
interest  under  it,  and  that  only. 

And,  agiun,  in  the  above  cited  case  of  Lyiton  v.  LytUm^  (/) 
the  Court  confined  the  words,  "  on  fiulure  of  issue  male," 
of  the  testator's  body,  to  mean,  issue  inheritable  under  the 
Kroitarions  of  the  setdement ;  and,  in  coming  to  this  con- 
clnaiMi,  the  Court  laid  great  stress  on  the  drcumstanoes  of 
the  testator  and  his  fiunily,  which,  it  was  said,  had  always 
been  taken  into  conoderation  in  these  cases. 

And  agreeably  to  the  two  last-mendoned  cases,  seems  to  Case  of 
haive  been  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Saitford  v.  /rfty,  (m)  Mf^ 
the  fects  of  which  were : — A  testator,  having  an  estate,  which 
had  been  conveyed  by  the  settlement  executed  on  his  fibnst 
maznage,  to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder, 
ta  iU  fini  tsnd  other  sons  succesavely  in  tail  nude,  and 
hasring  one  son  and  two  daughters  by  lus  first  marriage, 
shortly  after  his  second  marriage,  made  his  will,  whereby  he 
devised  to  his  son,  all  his  manors,  &c.,  and  personal  property, 
soligect  to  the  payment  of  his  (the  testator's)  debts  and 
legacies;  but  in  case  hie  son  should  depart  this  life  without 

</)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  441.  (m)  3  B.  &  Aid.  654. 
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issue  maHe,  or  in  case  of  failure  of  i^iue  male  of  the  testator*s 
body,  over,  as  in  the  will  mentioned.  The  testator  had  no 
children  by  the  second  marriage^  and  his  only  son  by  the  first 
marriage  died  under  age  and  unmarried.  A  case  being  sent 
out  of  Chancery  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  B.  R.,  on  the 
construction  of  this  will,  it  was  contended,  that  as  the  devise* 
over  was  limited  on  the  failure  of  issue,  not  necessarily  con- 
nected with  the  estates  created  by  the  settlement,  it  must  be 
void ;  and  to  show  that  the  testator  had,  probably,  other  issue 
in  contemplation  than  those  then  living,  reliance  was  placed 
on  the  circumstance,  of  his  having  just  married  for  the  second 
time,  and  on  the  natural  expectation  he  must  have  enter- 
tained, of  having  other  sons  bom.  In  support  of  the  validity 
of  the  devise,  three  points  were  made :  first,  that  the  testator 
contemplated  only  failure  of  issue  male  of  his  body  at  the 
time  of  his  death ;  (n)  secondly,  that  the  deviseH>ver  was  to 
take  effect  in  case  of  the  failure  of  issue  male  of  the  testator, 
at  the  time  of  the  termination  of  the  estate-tail-male  vested  in 
the  testator's  son ;  and,  lastly,  that  estates-tdl  might  be  raised 
by  implication  in  afler-bom  sons  of  the  testator.  The  certi- 
ficate sent  by  the  Court  was  to  the  efiect,  that  the  devises 
in  the  will  were  valid;  but,  as  usual  in  such  cases,  the  rea- 
sons on  which  the  Court  founded  their  opinion,  were  not 
given.  In  reference  to  this  case,  it  is  observable,  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  report,  it  does  not  appear,  that  it  was  even  attempted 
to  support  the  devises,  on  the  ground,  that  the  testator 
referred  to  issue  entitled  under  the  limitations  in  the  settle- 
ment ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  there  was  not  only  an 
entire  absence  of  those  peculiar  circumstances  in  the  state 
of  the  testator's  family,  which,  in  other  cases,  have  shown^ 
that  he  referred  to  the  issue  entitled  under  an  existing  estate- 
tail,  but  there  was  even  a  circumstance,  affording  an  infer- 
ence in  quite  a  different  direction,  viz.,  the  fiict  of  the  testator 
having  recently  contracted  a  second  marriage,  of  which,  he 


(n)  As  to  this,  oub  f  i^yro,  p.  244,  et  jeg. 
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might  naturally  expect  there  would  be  issue.  What  may  be 
the  exact  extent  of  this  decision,  therefore,  it  is  not  easy  to 
say,  from  the  impossibility  of  ascertaining  the  precise  ground 
on  which  it  proceeded.  Surely,  it  cannot  be,  that  the  Court 
oonndered  the  circumstances  which  actually  happened  after 
the  date  of  the  will,  as  making  a  difference  in  the  construc- 
tion to  be  put  upon  it?  The  character  of  the  judges  who 
fflgned  the  certificate  forbids  our  supposing,  that  they  lost 
aght  of  the  rule  of  law,  that  a  limitation-over,  which,  in  its 
terms,  is  too  remote,  cannot  be  validated  by  the  course  of 
subsequent  events.  We  may  observe,  that  Sir  L.  Shadwell, 
y.  C,  who  was  counsel  for  the  successful  parties  in  Sanfard 
V.  Irby,  remarked,  in  the  case  next  noticed,  he  had  always 
been  of  opinion,  that  it  was  a  '*  strong  decision."  (o) 

The  only  remaining  case,  to  be  mentioned  in  regard  to  the  Cim  of 
present  subject,  is  that  otEgerton  v.  Jones,  (p)  the  fects  of  ;^[^*  ^' 
which  were,  as  follow: — An  estate  was  settled,  in  pursuance 
of  marriage  articles,  on  A.  for  life,  remainder,  to  B.,  his  wife, 
fixr  life,  remainder,  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  A.  and  B.  in 
tail  nuile,  remainder,  to  A.  in  fee.  A.,  by  his  will,  devised 
thus : — **  As  to  the  reversion  and  inheritance  of  the  fi:eehold 
estate  at  C,  purchased  by  me  in  pursuance  of  my  marriage 
articles,  bearing  date,  &a,  in  case  of  failure  of  issue  of  my 
body  by  my  said  wife,  I  give  and  devise  the  same,''&c.,  (limi- 
tations to  the  testator's  brothers,  in  succession,  and  their 
respective  issue,  in  strict  settlement).  A  person,  claiming 
under  the  heir-ai-taw  of  the  testator,  contracted  to  sell  the 
property  devised :  and  the  purchaser  refusing  to  complete 
his  contract,  a  bill  was  filed,  to  compel  a  specific  perform- 
ance of  it.  The  case  was  argued,  on  both  sides,  upon 
the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  devise,  'as  a  disposi- 
tion of  the  reversion  vested  in  the  testator  under  the  set- 
tlement ;  and  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was  in  favor  of  the 
affirmative,  and  the  bill,  consequently,  dismissed.     In  this 

(o)  Seo  the   obfervatioos  of  Mr.      96. 
PriwM  bb  Traatiae  on  **  Issue/*  95,  {p)  3  Sim.  409. 
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cBBe,  the  expresB  reference  by  the  testator  to  the^^rerersion 
and  inheritance  of  the  freehold  estate**  settled,  left  little 
doubt,  as  to  what  he  intended  to  dispose  of;  and  the  mift- 
take,  in  regard  to  the  event  on  which  that  seversion  would 
come  into  possession,  waa  no  more,  than,  every  person,  un^ 
accustomed  to  the  observance  of  the  legal  distincticHis  in 
the  creation  of  estates-tail,  would  fall  inta 

This  latter  case,  it  may  be  observed,  is  scarcely  distin- 
guishable from  Bankes  v.  Hobne,  in  which,  as  we  have  seen» 
an  opposite  decision  was  arrived  at  In  each,  was  there  a 
devise  of  the  testator's  **  reversion ;"  and  in  eadi,  th^e  waa 
eiqnesB  mention  by  the  testator  of  the  settlement^  under 
which  the  existing  estates-tail  wens  ereated*  One  observable 
diflference,  however,  between  the  circumstances  ol  the  two 
cases,  was  that  pointed  out  in  the  argument  in  Egerton  v. 
J^nesy  namely,  that  in  Banker  v.  Holmes  there  were  limita-« 
tions  to  female  branches  of  the  family,  uriio  were  excluded 
by  the  settlement,  which  showed,  that  the  testator  had  no 
intention  to  keep  the  property  in  the  male  line,  in  accordance 
with  the  limitad(»s  in  the  settlement;  while,  in  Egert9n  v. 
Joneh  female  issue  and  branches  were  strictly  excluded,  and 
the  reversion  was  devised  to  the  collateral  male  branches  of 
the  fiunily.  This  latter  circumstance  certainly  seems  to 
show,  that  the  testator  intended  to  follow  up  the  purpose  of 
the  setdeinent,-  in  excluding  the  female  branches ;  which 
g^ves  a  clue  to  the  discoveiy  of  what  issue  he  meantt 
and  the  inference  is-  the  stronger,  when,  as  in  Egmiou  v. 
JimeM,  the  testator  actually  has  female  issue.  But  too  maeh 
rriiance  must  not  be  placed  upon  a  correspondency  of  this 
kind,  between  the  limitations  in  the  setdement  and  those 
in  the  will,  for  it  may  be  said,  that  the  exduriim  by  the 
testator,  of  a  particular  branch  or  line,  proves  only,,  at  most, 
his  own  intention  with  respect  to  the  devolution  of  the 
reversion^  and  furnishes  no  evidence,  that,  in  the  devise  on 
failure  of  general  issue,  he  considered  himself  as,  in  reality, 
providing  only  for  default  of  a  particular  class  of  issue. 
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Qamely,  the  issue  entitled  under  the  existing  entaiL  And 
diiai  especially^  as  unlearned  testatora  are  unaccustomed  to 
the  distinctions  between  general  and  special  estates-tail. 
There  wasy  alsoj  another  drcnmstanoe  in  EgerUm  v.  Jonest 
whidi  fiiv<»ed  the  conclusion  there  arrived  at,  but  not  to  be 
ibiffid  in  BankeM  v.  Holme.  In  the  former  case,  the  testator 
expressly  confined  the  failure  of  issue  on  which  the  devise 
was  to  take  eflect,  to  the  particular  class  of  issue  (that  is, 
issue  bjf  his  then  wife,)  who  were  tenants  in  tail  under  the 
settlenient,  and  his  inaccuracy  consisted  only  in  extending 
the  words  of  description,  beyond  the  partial  issue  entitled. 
In  the  latter,  however,  the  reference  to  the  issue  was  not 
Qofy  too  general,  as  including  other  than  the  partial  issue 
inheritable  to  the  entail,  but,  also,  as  extending  to  issue  of 
any  marriage.  But,  perhaps,  this  objection  must  be  con- 
sidered as  having  been  removed  by  Jones  v.  Morgan; 
although  it  is  observable,  that  in  that  case,  there  was  not 
the  twofold  discrepancy  in  the  characters  of  the  respective 
events,  which  we  have  noticed  in  Bankee  v.  Holme,  {q) 

The  result  of  the  foregoing  examination  of  the  authorities  Ooneral  mult 
seems  to  be,  that  the  Comrts  wiU  lay  hold  of  any  circum-  as  to  tuccii.* 
stances,  whether  arismg  on  the  will  itself  or  extrinsic  to  it,  [^^tingen^ 
affimliiifr  a  reasonable  presumption,  that  the  testator,  ia  cieson Which, 

°  *  ■^  reTeraioos  dc- 

nsiiig  words  which,  abstractedly  considered,  refer  to  an  in-  pend. 
definite  fiulore  of  issue,  contemplated  only  a  failure  of  the 
isstte  inheritable  to  the  snbsisting  estate-tail ;  and,  upon  the. 
strength  of  those  circumstances,  will  support  the  devise,  as 
a  d&position  of  the  reversion,  to  take  effect  in  the  event, 
upon  which  it  will  come  into  possession,  (r) 
It  is  to  be  observed,  in  reference  to  those  cases,  where  Thmcuibe 

BO  objection  to 

the  issue  referred  to  in  the  vrill  are  more  extensive,  those  rwtricting 
entitled  under  the  estate-tail,  only  in  the  respect  of  their  <»"*"««™'y  ^ 

(f )  See  the  obeerfatioiu  of  Lord  Jimcf,  in  hii  Troetiie  on  VHlls,  vol. 

Bldtm^  on  Bamhtiv,  Hobue,  in  I  Rnss.  2,  p.  4U— 413. 
406,  407 ;  and,  alio,  of  Mr.  Jarman,  (r)  Sec  2  Jarm.  Wilts,  4)3. 

on  the  SBiae  case,  and  SfftrUm  v. 
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faOiireofisgue  not  being  confined  to  a  pardcular  marriagei  no  objection 
entiUl,  as  can  properly  be  taken  to  a  restriction  of  the  issue  men- 

of  su^Moaent  ^^^^^^'  ^  ^^  class  inheritable  to  the  entail^  on  the  ground 
i^^^f  ^'  "£  ^^  ^^^  testator  being  thereby  made  to  exclude  or  disinherit 
issae  revokes     issue  of  a  subsequent  marriage,  for  such  subsequent  maniage, 

either  alone,  or  together  with  the  birth  of  issue,  (according 
as  the  will  is,  or  is  not,  governed  by  the  statute,  1  Vict.  c.  26,) 
will  operate  to  revoke  the  will,  by  mere  operation  of  law. 
Indeed,  it  may  even  be  said,  with  a  late  writer,  {s}  that  the 
principle,  on  which  the  cases,  confining  the  failure  con- 
templated,  to  the  issue  of  the  marriage  on  which  the  settle- 
ment was  made,  were  decided,  **  is  only  an  extension  of 
that,  on  which  the  rule  of  implied  revocation  is  founded, 
vix,,  that  a  testator,  in  making  his  will,  has  not  the  idea 
of  future  marriage  and  birth  of  issue  in  contemplation,  and 
does  not  intend  to  provide  for  that  event.** 
whera  t^i  This  suggests  an  inquiry,  to  which  decided  cases  do  not, 

m  issue  as  yet,  enable  us  to  return  a  decisive  answer,  viz*,  whether 

livinff,  of 

mvnage  prior  the  rule,  which,  in  the  case  of  a  testator  disposing  of  a  re- 
iMne^wUch  version  expectant  on  an  estate-tail,  descendible  to  issue  of 
tlTtfa^^Mteto!!^  a  particular  marriage,  refers  expressions,  primarily  signifying 
tul.  a  failure  of  general  issue,  to  a  default  of  the  particular  line 

of  issue  inheritable  to  the  entail,  will  be  extended  to  cases, 
where  there  are  issue  of  a  prior  marriage  in  existence,  and 
who  are  within  the  scope  of  the  contingency  contemplated 
by  the  testator,  as  expressed  upon  the  &ce  of  the  ¥rill. 
Now,  it  is  obvious,  at  once,  that  there  is  a  broad  and  in- 
telligible distinction  between  these  two  cases :  when  there 
are  no  issue  living,  but  such  as  can  claim  under  the  sub- 
sisting estate-tail,  every  consideration  is  favorable  to  the 
presumption,  that  no  future  marriage,  nor  issue  of  such 
marriage,  was  in  contemplation;  but,  in  the  case  of  the 
exbtence  of  issue  by  a  prior  marriage,  not  in  the  line  of 
succession  to  the  supposed  estate-tail,  it  seems  extremely 

(O  Prioron*'Is8uc,''99. 
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difficult,  to  conceive  the  possibility  of  an  intention  in  the 
testator,  that  tlie  proper^  should  go  over  to  his  devisees,  on 
fiulme  of  iflsoe  by  his  then  wife,  without  any  reference  to 
his  other  issue  previously  bora :  every  presumption  militates 
against  such  a  notion ;  while  {ex  hypothen)  the  language  of 
the  testator  is  not  agreeable  to  it;  and  its  injurious  results 
aie,  at  the  same  time,  not  remedied  by  the  rule  as  to 
implied  revocations  of  wills,  which  serves  that  end,  in  the 
case  ofmftfejtiat^  marriage  and  birth  of  issue.  It  seems,  then, 
apart  fix>m  authority,  an  inevitable  conclusion,  that,  in  the 
case  supposed,  the  fidlure  of  issue  contemplated  cannot  bo 
referred  solely  to  that  line  of  issue,  which  is  in  the  order  of 
sucoesnon  to  the  estate-tail,  but  must  be  held  to  refer  to 
isBoe  of  the  testator  by  any  marriage ;  under  which  con- 
Btmction^  the  devises  vrill,  of  course,  be  void  for  remoteness. 

And,  upon  similar  grounds,  if,  at  the  date  of  the  will.  And  wbero 
there  are  issue  living,  of  a  marriage  mbtequent  to  that,  the  u^.^S'S?. 
isBue  of  which  are  inheritable  to  the  existing  estate-tail,  it  "*^®  '"^ 

^  M^uent  to 

seems  impossible,  to  exclude  such  issue  from  the  contin-  that,  the  istoe 
geucy,  as  not  being  in  contemplation;  and,  if  included,  entitl^tmder 
the  devise  cannot  have  reference  solely  to  the  reversion ;       ^^^' 
and  if  the  devise  be  not  a  disposition  of  the  reveision,  and 
of  the  reversion,  simply,  it  must,  in  the  supposed  case,  be 
void  for  remoteness ;  for,  quoad  such  of  the  issue  referred 
to  as  are  not  entitled  under  the  entail,  the  limitation  is,  in 
fact,  dependent  on  an  indefinite  fidlure  of  issue,  unsup- 
ported by  an  estate-tail,  and  is,  consequently,  invalid. 

Lasdy,  it  must  be  remarked,  that  if  the  fiiilure  of  issue  if  fidlure  of 
expressed  in  the  will,  be  leu  extensive  than  that  which  is  ^J^^^J^h 
leqaisite  for  determining  the  estate-tail,  and  giving  effect  '<»  extenstre 
to  the  reversion,  there  can,  it  should  seem,  be  no  question  which  deter- 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  limitotions.  (0    Certainly,  there  "JiTerb!?* 
can  be  none,  as  to  the  point  of  remoteness,  if  only  it  be  ^: "  ^ 

'  .  *  J  position  of 

established,  that  the  devise  may  take  effect  as  a  disposition  reverfion. 

(0  See  Prior  on  ••  Iswie,"  98. 


2M  LIMITATIONS  OF  BBALTY  [CHAP.  ZV. 

of  the  reversipn ;  and  it  appears  to  be  no  impediment  to  such 
an  operation  of  the  devise,  that  the  hf^pening  of  the  contin- 
gency expressed  may,  possibly,  not  suffice  to  bring  the 
reversionary  interest  into  possession.  Clearly,  the  reversion 
would  be  well  diqx)sed  of,  without  the  express  mention  of 
any  contingeiicy,  as  that  on  which  it  depended^  and  wouId» 
moreover,  efiectually  pass  by  any  residuary  gift,  were  the 
limitatioDs  not  inconsistent  with  such  a  supposition;  and 
it  would,  therefore,  be  alike  unnecessary  and  inconsequential^ 
that  the  deficient  specification  of  the  contingency  should 
operate  to  prevent  the  reversion  passing,  if  the  reference  to . 
the  particular  subject-matter  were  unambiguous ;  or  should, 
as  a  consequence  of  the  devise  not  taking  efiect  as  a  dis- 
position of  the  reversion,  expose  that  devise  to  the  objection 
of  remoteness. 


dgtd$. 


As  to  Mmtm-  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  rule,  which  protects  limita- 
in  tions  after  a  general  fiulure  of  issue,  when  the  contingency 
is  referrible  to  the  determination  of  prior  estates-tail,  has 
not,  as  yet,  been  authoritatively  extended  to  gifts  in  in* 
struments  inter  vioos;  and  it  may,  perhaps^  be  questioned, 
whether,  if  nothing  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  deed,  to 
show  that  the  interest  limited  was  reversionary,  a  Court 
would  consider  itself  warranted,  in  travelling  out  of  the 
deed»  and  looking  at  circumstances  extrinsic,  for  the  par- 
pose  of  ascertaining  that  such  is  the  fiicL  It  should  seem, 
however,  that  if  the  instrument  itself  showed,  either  by 
express  recital,  or  otherwise,  that  the  property  was  held 
only  in  reversion  expectant  on  subsisting  estates-tail,  words 
of  contingency,  referring  to  a  fiulure  of  the  issue  taking 
under  the  entail,  would  be  regarded  as,  simply,  words  of 
description  of  the  grantor^s  interest.  But  it  is  improbable, 
that  any  inaceuracyj  in  the  mention  of  the  contingency, 
would  be  cured,  as  in  the  case  of  wills,  supposing  the 
failure  of  issue,  referred  to  by  the  deed,  to  be  more  extensive 
than  that  which  will  determine  the  estate-tail ;  and,  in  such 
case,  therefore,  the  limitations  would  be  void  for  remoteness. 
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2.  A  second  ground  of  ezcepti<Mi  to  the  rule,  inralidat-  2.  Subject- 
ing Hmitationa  on  a  genend  failure  of  isBue,  is  afforded  by  being  pv£a 
die  drcmiistanoe,  of  the  subject-mattet  of  the  gift  being  a  '^^iJ^^f 
limited  or  partial  estate  or  interest,  which  must,  of  necessity,  eonthrauice 
detenmne  before  the  expiration  of  the  period  prescribed^  allowed  Umiti. 
bj  die  Rde  against  Perpetuities.    This^  at  least,  is  the 

genenl  opinion.  It  will  be  pn^r,  however,  to  postpone 
Ae  cooaidenition  of  the  points  arising  on  this  bianch  of  the 
subject,  until  the  fitting  occasion  for  its  introduction,  in 
coonezion  with  all  other  classes  of  limitations  within  the 
nmge  of  die  Rule  against  Perpetuities.  The  doctrine  is' 
only  glanced  at  here,  as  necessarily  included  in  the  rules ' 
of  exception  at  present  under  notice. 

3.  The  third  and  only  remaining  exception  from  the  3.  Interests 
niie,  rendering  void  gifts  of  realty  on  a  general  fidlure  of  bJ^^ 
iawe,  is  one  of  a  very  peculiar  character.     It  may  be  well  ^^^^^Jf 


to  pcefiuse  its  consideration  by  a  few  observations.  |»ue, 

Toe  subject  bears  aflnmty  to  die  doctrine  of  base-fe^s.  po$t  facto. 
hwiU  occur  to  the  reader,  that  in  the  ordinaiy  case  of  a 
tenant  in  tail  levying  a  fine,  or  (under  the  modem  system)^ 
executing  a  ^aentailing  assurance,  without  the  consent  of 
the  protector,  and  thereby  acquiring  a  base-fee,  determin-* 
able  on  fidlure  of  hia  issue,  there  never  can  be  any  danger' 

of  ridation  of  the  laws  against  perpetuity,  inasmuch  as  the ' 

* 

tenant  in  tail  and  his  issue  stiU  retain  the  power  of  destroy-^ 
ing  the  remainders  and  reversion,  in  virtue  of  the  im^nary ' 
fcbUilla  of  right  wMch  resides  in  them,  notwithstanding  th^y 
nay  have  eflkctnally  parted  with  all  beneficial  enjoytnent 
of  the  property.  It  is  true,  tiiis  consequence  of  the  statutory 
power  of  barring  entails  by  fine,  was  in  direct  opposition  to 
the  rule  of  the  Common  law,  which  prohilHted  the  limita- 
tion ofa  fee  upon  a  fee;  (r)  but,  still,  so  fiur  as  any  question  of 
lemoteness  is  involved,  it  is  clear,  that  the  existence  of  rights 

.   (r)  See  Hayes  ConT.  118. 
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in  the  nature  of  remainders  and  reversions,  after  base-fees 
created  out  of  estates^tail^  is  entirely  free  from  objection. 

But,  though  the  defeasibleness  of  remainden  and  rever- 
sions expectant  on  these  base-fees  rendered  them  unobjec- 
tionable in  point  of  remoteness,  it  ever  was,  and  sdll  is,  an 
undeniable  rule  of  law,  that  an  estate,  analogous  to  a  base- 
fee,  cannot  be  expreuly  limited  in  a  deed,  with  an  expreu 
ulterior  limitation,  on  the  happening  of  the  event,  which  is 
to  determine  the  first  fee,  or  on  any  other  contingency.  The 
rule  of  the  Common  law,  which  did  not  permit  the  limita- 
tion of  a  fee  after  or  upon  a  previous  fee,  to  use  the  lan- 
guage of  Lord  Coke^  {s)  had  regard  to  the  *'  ampleness  and 
greatness  of  the  estate,  and  not  to  the  perdurableness  of 
the  same;**  whereby  a  '^diversity  appeared  between  the 
quantity  and  quality  of  the  estate."  In  this  latter  case, 
therefore,  no  question  of  perpetuity  could  arise;  for  the 
Common  law  rule  adjudged  the  supposed  limitations  void, 
upon  a  ground  wholly  independent  of  any  such  question. 
And  this  leads  us  to  the  point  for  observation,  which  is,  that, 
Although  by  express  *'  act  of  the  party,"  no  estate  can 
be  limited  upon  the  determination  of  a  base-fee  previously 
granted,  it  may  happen,  that  by  matter  ex  post  facto,  a 
base-fee,  determinable  upon  the  general  fmlure  of  issue  of 
a  person,  and  a  future  expectancy  or  right  of  reverter  in 
absolute  fee-simple,  may  co-exist  in  the  same  property, 
the  latter  being,  at  the  same  time,  indestructibh  bg  the 
Lord  Coke*B  owner  of  the  base^fee,  or  any  other  person.  The  nature  of 
this  rule.  this  rule  will  appear  from  the  following  observations  of  Lord 

Coke,  who,  in  commenting  upon  the  position  ot  Littleton^ 
— ^that  a  man  cannot  have  a  laiger  or  greater  estate  of 
inheritance  than  fee-flimp^-^-and  after  remarking,  that  this 
rule  extended,  as  well  to  fees-conditional  and  qualified,  as  to 
fee-simples  pure  and  absolute,  8ays(^) : — **For  this  cause, 

(«)  Co.  Litt.  18  a.  (0  Ca  LitL  18  «. 
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two  fee-simples  absolute  cannot  be  of  one  and  the  self-flam^ 
land.  If  the  king  make  a  gift  in  tail,  and  the  donee  is 
attaiQted  of  treason,  in  this  case,  the  king  hath  not  two  fee- 
simples  in  him,  viz,,  the  ancient  reversion  in  fee,  and  a  fee- 
simple  determinable  upon  the  dying  without  issue  of  tenant 
in  tail,  but  both  of  them  are  consolidated  and  joined  together. 
And  so  it  is,  if  such  a  tenant  in  tail  doth  convey  the  land  to 
the  king,  his  heirs  and  successors,  the  king  hath  but  one 
estate  in  fee-simple  united  in  him,  and  the  king^s  grant  of 
one  estate  is  good,  and  so  it  was  adjudged  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas.  And  yet  in  several  persons,  by  act  in  law, 
a  reveraon  may  be  in  fee-simple,  in  one,  and  a  fee-simple 
determinable,  in  another,  by  matter  ex  post  facto ;  as,  if  a 
gift  in  tail  be  made  to  a  villein,  and  the  lord  enter,  the  lord 
bath  a  fee-simple  quali6ed,  and  the  donor,  a  reversion  in 
fe&  But  if  the  lord  enfeoff  the  donor,  now  both  fee-simples 
are  united,  and  he  hath  but  one  fee-simple  in  him.  But 
one  fee-simple  cannot  depend  upon  another,  by  the  grant 
of  the  party  :  as,  if  lands  be  given  to  A.,  and  his  heirB,(ti)  so 
long  as  B.  hath  heirs  of  his  body,  the  remainder-over  in  fee, 
the  remainder  is  void."  And,  again,  in  allusion  to  LitUetotCs 
rule,  that  where  a  villein  purchaseth  land  in  fee-simple,  or 
in  fee-tail,  the  lord  of  the  villein  may  enter  into  the  land, 
and  oust  the  villein,  and  his  heirs,  for  ever.  Lord  Coke  re- 
maiks  {v) : — ^*^  By  this  it  is  apparent,  that  if  lands  be  given 
to  a  villein,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  the  lord  may  enter 
and  put  out  the  villein,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body ;  for  quicquid 
oeqmritur  servo  acquiritur  domino.  And  in  this  case,  the 
lord  gains  a  fee-simple,  determinable  upon  the  dying  of  the 
▼illein  without  heir  of  his  body ;  and  the  absolute  fee-simple 
remidneth  still  in  the  donor.  And  if  the  lord  enter,  and, 
after,  infranchise  the  donee,  and,  after,  the  donee  hath  issue, 
yet  that  issue  shall  never  have  remedy,  either  hjformedon 
or  entry,  to  recover  thb  land,  by  force  of  the  statute  of  d-onis 

(«)  The  words,  and  kU  heirB,  are  (e)  Co.  Litt.  117  a. 

properly  supplied  by  llr.  Hargrove, 


S70  LiBirrATiom  of  healty  [chap.  xv. 


*  for  that  statnte  giveth  remedy  to  the  issues 
i^f  (lie  donee,  ifhat  have  capacity  and  power  to  take  and  re- 
tain such  a  gift;  and  the  title  of  the  loid  remains,  as  it  did 
at  the  Common  law,  for  the  statute  restraioeth  acts  done 
only  by  the  tenant  in  tail  And  so  it  is,  if  lands  be  gtven  to 
anali^i,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  upon  office*fbnnd,  die 
land  is  seised  for  the  king,  afteiwards,  the  king  makes  the 
alien  a  denizen,  who  hath  issue  and  dieth,  the  king  idiall 
detain  the  land  against  the  issue.** 

To  the  case  here  put  by  Lord  Coke^  is  to  be  added  that, 
(also  hinted  at  by  him,)  of  a  forfeiture  of  an  estate4ail  for 
treason ;  where  the  crown  becomes  entitled  to  an  estate  in 
fee,  determinable  on  foilure  of  issue  of  the  tenant  in  tail, 
upon  whidi  the  possibility  of  reverter  in  fee  is  expectant. 
Recent  cases         Bat  this  rule  has  received  peculiar  exempKfication  in 

beanng  upoD  • 

the  doctrine,  several  recent  cases,  which  have  occurred  in  reference  to 
the  effect  of  bankruptcy  and  insolvency  upon  powers  of  iq>- 
pointment,  and  in  which,  conflicdng  decisions  were  given, 
as  to  the  point  under  notice,  though  the  principle  of  Lord 
Cok^s  position  was  ultimately  adhered  to. 

Ciseof  Btti-        In  Badham  v.  MeeAw)  R.  M.  made  a  settlement  of  real 

turn  T.  Afee. 

estate,  to  the  use  (subject  to  a  pri<Nr  term)  of  himself  for  Gfe, 
with  remainder,  to  trustees,  to  preserve  contingent  re- 
mainders, with  remainder,  to  the  intent,  that  IL  D«,  inten- 
ded wife  of  B.  M.,  might  receive  a  rent-charge  for  her  life, 
with  remainder,  to  trustees,  for  a  term  of  six-hundred  years, 
and  subject  thereto,  to  the  use  of  the  sons  of  R.  M.,  by  M. 
D.,  as  R.  M.  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and  in  default 
of  appointment,  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  torn  suc' 
cessivehf  in  tail  general^  with  remainder,  to  the  ri^t  heirs 
of  R.  M.  R.  M.  subsequently  became  bankrupt,  and  the 
acting  commissioners  executed  the  usual  bargain  and  sale,  to 
the  assignees  under  the  bankruptcy,  who  sold  the  bankrupt's 
interest  in  the  property,  to  one  P.  M.  Many  years  after- 
wards, R.  M.  exercised  the  power  contained  in  the  settle- 
Car)  7  Bing.  695;  1  Mj.  &  K.  32. 
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meat,  by  appointing  the  property  to  his  eldest  son  tit  fee^ 
A  bill  was  filed  for  aficertaining  the  ri^ts  of  the  partiea,  a 
child  of  the  appointee  being  plaintifl^  and  persons  daimung 
under  P.  M.,  defendants.  A  case  was  sent  to  the  Court  of 
C.  Kf  up(m  the  etkd  of  the  appointment  made  by  R.  M. ; 
sad  the  Court  certified,  that  the  son  of  R.  M.  did  not  take 
(mg  edate  in  the  property  under  the  deed  of  appointment, 
bat  that,  mider  the  original  settlement,  he  took  an  estate^tail, 
in  remainder  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  life- 
estate  of  his  fether.  On  retnm  of  the  certificate,  it  was 
ttgoed,  against  its  confirmation,  that  although  a  fee  mounted 
npon  a  fee  was  not  allowable,  yet,  there  was  no  objection  to 
appointing  an  estate  in  fee,  which  might,  under  certain  cu/^ 
ctttutaneeMf  become  incontistent  with  a  remainder^offer,  but 
which,  until  those  circumstances  arose,  was  perfectly  good. 
%  J<An  Leach,  M.  R^  after  remarking,  that  the  omission 
of  the  Judges  to  assign  reasons  for  their  opiniona  prevented 
its  bdng  known,  upon  what  grounds  their  certificate 
rested,  (x)  observed,  that  it  was  **  conjectured,  from  an  ob- 
servation made  by  one  of  the  judges  in  the  course  of  the 
aigament,  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  decided  agamst 
the  validity  of  the  appointment,  upon  the  ground,  that  by 


i*>  I 


{9)  The  writer  otimot  fortiear  in- 
^ntdadng  (bowerer  inapt  tlie  occMr- 
»ot,)  the  tbUowBig  Jost  and  foraUe 
navka  of  Sir  John  X«aeA,  to  vluch 
anoskm  n  made  in  the  text : — **  The 
pnetioe  of  the  Courts  of  Common 
Inr,  ootte  a«ign  the  reaaons  of  their 
<1Miuoaa  iqwD  caaes  sent  from  Coorts  of 
^uty,  is  a  practice  of  modern  intro- 
^Bction,  and  it  b  much  to  be  regretted ; 
iKBg,  at  oBoe»  diaadrontageooa  to  the 
pohfic^  and  iaoonrenient  to  the  Court 
^iv^ecting  the  case,  which  is  deprived, 
^  thii  practice,  of  the  aasistanee  it 
voald  dgrive  from  the  opinion  of  the 
Covt  of  law,  were  the  grounds  of 
*eh  opinioo  disclosed.  The  object  of 
<firectiag  a  ease,  18,  to  know  the  opinion 


of  a  Court  of  law  npon  the  point  in 
question;  not,  indeed,  that  such 
opinion  is  to  be  treated  as  a  decision, 
Imt  in  Older  that  the  Court  of  Equity 
may  be  assisted  in  forming  its  jndg> 
ment.  It  might  well  be  expected, 
therefore,  that  the  Court  which  diiects 
the  case  should  hare  the  advantage  of 
knowing  the  grounds,  upon  which  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  law  is  found- 
ed,**  It  is  to  be  hoped,  that  the  con« 
vemence  of  the  Profession,  and  the 
credit  of  the  Courts  of  law,  will  be 
oonsuHedf  by  an  early  alteration  of 
this  practice,  which  seems  as  desti" 
tute  of  reason,  as  it  is  undeniably  pro- 
ductive  of  uncertainty  and  confusion, 
in  its  results. 
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the  ezecudon  of  a  power,  no  estate  could  be  created,  which 
would  not  have  been  valid,  if  limited  in  the  deed  creating 
the  power.  li^  therefore,  it  were  admitted,  that  the  power 
of  appointment  continued  in  the  bankrupt,  notwithstanding 
his  bankruptcy,  and  that  the  appointment  in  &vor  of  the 
eldest  son  in  fee  might  be  construed  as  an  appointment 
creating  a  base-fee  only,  and  not  prejudicing  the  remainder, 
which  passed  to  the  assignees  under  the  commission,  the 
appointment  would,  nevertheless,  be  void,  because  a  limita- 
tion to  that  effect  would  have  been  void  in  the  original 
deed  creating  the  power,  inasmuch  as  the  ruk  of  law  does 
not  permit  one  fee  to  be  limited  after  another^  although  the 
first  fee  be  only  a  base  or  determinable  fee^  Thb  rule  will 
support  the  opinion  which  has  been  formed  by  the  judges 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas." 
Observations  The  decision  of  Sr  John  Leach,  in  Badham  v.  lifeef 

y.Mee.  therefore,  (and,  in  all  probability,  the  certificate  of  the 

Court  of  Common  Pleas)  affirmed,  that,  neither  directly 
and  expressly,  nor  by  matter  ex  post  facto,  can  a  fee  be 
limited  to  depend  on  a  base-fee,  determinable  on  the  fiulure 
of  issue  of  a  person. 
Case  of  ffok         The  next  case,  bearing  upon  the  subject,  though  worthy 

of  notice,  did  not  call  for  a  decision  upon  the  particular 
point  which  occurred  in  Badham  v.  Mee>  The  case  is  Hole 
V.  Escott,{y)  ^here  a  husband,  i^n  marriage,  settled  pro- 
perty,  to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  with  l^mainder,  to  the 
use  of  trustees,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  with 
remainder,  to  the  use  of  trustees,  for  a  term  of  yeaxB,  to 
secure  a  jointure  for  the  wife,  with  remainder,  to  the  use  of 
such  children  of  the  marriage  as  the  husband  aqd  wife  jointly, 
or,  in  default  of  joint  appointment,  the  survivor  of  them, 
should  appoint,  with  remainder,  in  default  of  such  appoint- 
ment, to  the  children  of  the  marriage  living  at  the  decease 
of  the  survivor  of  the  husband  and  wife,  equally,  with 

(y)  2  Keen,  444 ;  4  Mjl.  &  Cr.  187. 
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mdnder,  to  the  right  hein  of  the  husband.  The  husband  be- 
came bankrupt ;  and  afterwards  he  and  his  wife  made  a  joint 
«pp(»ntnient  in  fee,  in  &Tor  of  two  of  the  children  of  the 
maniage.  The  husband  subsequently  died,  leaving  his  wife 
nmriTing ;  by  which  event,  the  estates  limited  to  the  children 
in  defiuilt  of  appointment  failed,  for  want  of  a  particular^ 
estate  to  support  them ;  the  wife  having  no  freehold  estate  for 
her  life  under  the  settlement,  and  the  interests  of  the  children 
bein^  contingent.  As  the  event  turned  out,  therefore, 
at  the  date  of  the  bankruptcy,  the  bankrupt  had  an  estate 
for  life,  with  an  immediate  remainder  to  himself  in  fee, 
Bobject  to  his  wife's  rentcharge,  and  the  term  securing  it* 
Any  appointment  by  the  bankrupt  and  his  wife  must  neces- 
sarily have  operated  in  dentation  of  the  title  of  his  assignees, 
who  had  acquired  his  life-estate,  and  the  remainder  in  fee. 
There  were,  in  feet,  no  intermediate  estates  in  the  children, 
capable  of  taking  effect,  in  defeult  of  appointment  by  their 
parents.  Hie  inevitable  conclusion,  therefore,  was,  that 
airived  at  by  Lord  Langdale  and  Lord  Cottenham,  viz., 
that  the  husband,  after  his  bankruptcy,  could  not,  by 
an  execution  of  the  power,  take  from  his  assignees,  property, 
which  had  been  once  vested  in  them  by  the  operation  of  the 
bankrupt  laws. 

Hie  case  of  most  importance  upon  this  subject,  is  that  of  Cafe  of  Jbne« 
Jonet  V.  Winwood,  (z)  the  fects  of  which  were  these  : — An  ^'  ^"*'*^- 
estate  was  settled,  to  such  uses  as  W.  D.,  and  F«,  his  wife, 
should,  during  their  joint  lives,  appoint,  and,  in  de&ult  of 
appototment,  to  the  use  of  W.  D.  for  life,  with  remainder, 
to  trustees,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  re- 
mainder, to  the  use  of  F.  D.  for  life,  with  remainder, 
to  trustees,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders,  with  re- 
mainder, to  the  use  of  the  firet  and  other  sons  of  W.  2). 
iiiceeuivehi  in  tail  general,  with  remainder,  to  the  use  of  the 
daughiere  ae  tenants  in  common  in  tail  general,  with  re- 

(z)QM.h  W.  653 ;  10  Sim.  150. 
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mainder,  to  the  use  of  W.  D.  in  fee.    five  yean  afterwards, 
W.  D.  took  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  and 
bargained  and  sold  all  his  estate  and  efi'ects  to  the  provisiomd 
assignee,  who  subsequently  conveyed  the  same  to  the  cre- 
ditors' assignee.     Four  years  after  the  insolvency,  W.  D.,  and 
F.  his  wife,  in  execution  of  their  joint  power,  appointed  the 
property  to  truitees  in  fee,  upon  trusts   tct  sale.     The 
trustees  afterwards  concurred  with  the  assignee  in  a  sale  of 
the  property.     The  purchaser  declined  to  complete  his 
contract,  on  the  ground,  that  W.  D.  had  no  power  or  right, 
after  his  insolvency,  to  concur  with  his  wife  in  the  execution 
of  the  joint  power  of  appointment,  reserved  to  them  by  the 
settlement,  and  that,  therefore,  the  estates  limited  to  the 
children  were  undivested.     A  bill  for  specific  performance 
having  been  filed,  a  case  was  sent  to  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer, upon  the  questions,  whether  the  power  was  destroyed 
by  the  assurance  executed  by  the  insolvent  to  the  asrignee, 
and,  if  not  so  destroyed,  what  estate  passed  under  the 
appointment    Before  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  the  case 
was  professedly  aigucd  upon  the  point,  of  Badham  v.  Mee 
having  been  rightly  decided,  or  not :  the  propriety  of  that 
decision  was,  in  fact,  directly  called  in  question.     The 
Court  retiuned  their  certificate,  to  the  efiect,  that  the  power 
was  not  destroyed,  by  the  conveyance  to  the  proviaonal 
assignee ;  and  that  by  the  appointment,  an  estate  in  fee* 
simple  was  conveyed,  subject  to  the  estate  for  life  of  the 
insolvent,  and  (on  feilure  of  the  intermediate  estates)  to  the 
remainder  in  fee  to  the  insolvent,  which  had  been,  prior 
thereto,  conveyed  to  the  assignee  of  the  insolvent's  estate. 
On  return  of  the  certificate,  it  was  aigued  for  the  purchaser, 
that  the  interest  attempted  to  be  created  by  the  appcnnt- 
ment  was  illegal :  it  was  a  base-fee,  with  a  remainder-over; 
and  as  no  estate -tail  had  been  converted  into  a  base-&e,  the 
estate,  to  take  efiect  on  the  determination  of  the  base  fee, 
could  not  be  barred.    In  reply,  it  was  said,  that  it  had  been 
settled  for  a  series  of  years,  that  a  base-fee  might  exist 
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in  one  penoo,  and  a  remainder  in  fee,  in  another,  to  take 
effect  on  the  determination  of  the  base-fee.  Sir  Z.  ShadweUf 
V.  C,  after  remarking,  that  the  ground  of  the  certificate 
of  the  Court  of  C.  R,  in  Badham  ▼.  Mw^  must  be  supposed 
to  have  been,  really,  that  aasumed  by  Sir  /•  Leaehj  said,  that 
the  bankrupt  did  notj  in  execution  of  his  power,  appinni  a 
boie-fee,  so  as  to  give  ground  for  the  objection  that  Sir 
/.  Leach  mentioned :  that  the  bankrupt  appointed  in  /ra- 
timple  to  his  son ;  and  the  law  provided,  that  the  app<nnt^ 
neni  Aotdd  not  affect  the  remainder  in  fee,  which  the 
a.«ignees  had,  previously,  acquired,  by  virtue  of  the  limi« 
tadon  in  de&ult  of  appointment;  and  that,  therefore, 
the  remainder  in  fee  which  the  assignees  took  at  first, 
continued  in  them,  unaffected  by  the  exercise  of  the  power* 
His  Honor  further  remarked,  however,  that  though  his  own 
opinion  was  clear,  he  was  fifee  to  admit,  that,  in  the  abstract, 
the  certificate  of  the  Court  of  C.  B.,  confirmed  by  Sir  John 
Leach,  must  create  a  doubt,  when  there  was  only  opposed 
to  it,  the  certificate  of  the  Court  of  Exechequer.  But,  upon 
the  evident  nnderstanding  between  the  parties,  as  to  the 
reBult  of  a  decirion  in  opporition  to  Badham  v.  Mee,  the 
Court  Gonndered  itself  bound  to  decree  a  specific  perform* 
anoe  by  the  purchaser ;  which  was  accordingly  d<me. 

This  decision,  it  is  conceived,  is  in  entire  accordance  obMrrations 
^th  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke,  in  the  passages  above  ^^J^  ^* 
<nted :  and  they  concur  to  establish,  that  although  it  is  not 
allowable,  to  limit  any  estate,  after  a  previous  fee  determin* 
^le  on  the  death  of  a  person  without  issue,  yet,  by  matter 
impost  facto,  or  by  operation  of  law,  there  may  be  a  possi- 
bility of  reverter  expectant  on  such  a  base-fee.  This  base- 
fee,  moreover,  as  it  has  been  already  observed,  is  not  barr- 
able,  like  a  base-fee  created  out  of  an  estate-tail ;  and  the 
posribility  of  reverter,  therefore,  which  is  allowed  to  exist 
expectant  upon  it,  being  to  take  efieet  on  an  indefinite 
&iiure  of  issue,  would,  upon  ordinary  principles,  be  obnoxi- 
ous to  the  laws  against  remoteness. 

T  2 
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Mr.  Pretion'B        The  view  thus  established  is  fiirther  sanctioned  and  con- 

confinnation  of  ^  .  ,       ,  .  ^  •  n       .         m 

the  rule.  firmed,  by  the  sentiments  of  two  text-wnters  of  note.     Thus, 

Mr.  Prestofh  (a)  speaking  of  the  effect  of  conveyances  bj 
persons  having  powers  of  appointment,  supposes  the  case  of 
an  individual  being  tenant  for  life,  with  a  power  of  appoint- 
ment, with  various  remainders  in  strict  settlement,  with 
remainder,  to  himself,  in  fee,  and  a  conveyance  in  fee  by 
the  tenant  for  life,  and  thereupon  says, — **  The  power  will 
be  released  as  against  the  estate  for  life,  and  the  remainder 
or  reversion  in  fee ;  but  while  the  intermediate  particular- 
estates  shall  continue,  the  power  (unless  it  be  a  power  which 
requires  its  operation  to  embrace  the  entire  fee)  may  be  exer^ 
cited  as  against  them,  so  as  to  enable  the  donee  of  the 
power  to  defeat  these  estates,  and  confer  an  ownership  com- 
mensurate with  these  estates,  but  after  the  particular-estates 
shall  be  determined,  the  power,  and  all  estates  derived  fiom 
the  exercise  of  the  power,  will  cease  to  have  continuance. 
These  observations  may  be  exemplified  and  illustrated,  by 
supposing  A.  to  be  tenant  for  life ;  B.,  C,  D.,  £.,  to  be 
tenants  for  life,  or  in  tail ;  and  A.  to  have  the  remainder 
or  reversion  in  fee,  and  also  the  power  of  appointing  the 
fecHsimple.  A  deed  proceeding  fi^m  A.,  and  operating  as 
a  conveyance,  and  not  as  an  appointment,  will  pass  his 
several  estates ;  namely,  his  estate  for  life,  and  estate  in  fee. 
The  estates  of  B.,  C,  D.,  and  £.,  wiU  continue;  aud 
during  their  continuance,  the  power  of  A*  will  be  in  force, 
as  against  them;  and  by  a  subsequent  exercise  of  the 
power,  either  in  favor  of  a  stranger,  or  of  the  former 
grantee,  A.  may  confer  a  title,  embracing  that  part  of  the 
ownership  which  was  left  in  J3.,  C,  2>.,  and  EJ* 

^^:  So,  again,  Mr.  Sanders  (6)  lays  it  down,  that,  ♦*  in  the  case 

of  an  estate  being  limited  to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder,  to 
B.  in  tail,  with  remainder,  to  A.  in  fee,  with  a  general 
power  of  revocation  reserved  to  A.,  if  A.,  by  lease  and 

(a)  3  Essay  on  Abst.  78,  ti  teg,  see  ib.  435 ;  and  Burt.  Elem.  Gomp. 

(*)  1  Uses  and  Tr.  171, 172:  and      68. 
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release,  not  executed  according  to  the  forms  required  by 
the  power,  convey  to  C.  in  fee,  he  cannot  afterwards  exer- 
cise his  power,  as  to  his  own  life-estate,  and  his  remainder 
in  fee ;  but  the  power  will  remain  as  to  the  estate^tail  ofB^ 

Thus  supported,  there  can,  it  is  conceived,  be  little  Thisdoetrine 
question,  thai  the  doctrine  we  have  been  considering  is  exception  to 
both  sound  in  principle,  and  established  in  fact;  and  as  ^ti^hggiftf 
litde  doubt  can  there  be.  that  the  operation  of  the  rule  is  in  ?;,firenenf 
contravention  of  (and,  therefore,  itself  an  exception  to)  the 
legally  established  limits,  to  the  existence  of  remote,  indes- 
tructible expectancies  in  property ;  inasmuch  as,  by  it,  a 
fiitore  ri^t  may  be  dependent  on  the  indeterminate  event 
of  a  general  failure  of  issue,  although  indefeasible  by  the 
owner  of  the  base-fee,  or  any  one  else,  save  the  person  en- 
tided  thereto. 


SUBDIVISION  m. 


The  eonstructum  of  worde  importing  an  indefinite  failure 
of  isme,  occurring  subsequently  to  an  express  gift  to 
children  or  other  issue. 

The  principle  of  referential  construction,  appropriated  to  Katore  of  the 
this  Subdivision,  differs,  in  some  degree,  both  from  the  re-  "J«®f«»- 
stricted  and  indefinite  interpretation  of  words,  referring  to  a 
fidlure  of  issue.  It  is  not,  properly ,  a  restrictive  construction, 
&r  although  it  confines  the  failure  contemplated,  to  a  par- 
ticolar  class  or  description  of  issue,  that  restriction  not 
only  has  no  necessary  connexion  with  the  decease  of  the 
tticestor,  but  also  proceeds  upon  grounds,  wholly  distinct 
fiom  those,  on  which  the  ordinary  limited  construction  rests. 
Nor  is  it,  stricdy,  an  indefinite  interpretation,  for,  as  was 
JQst  hinted,  issue  of  a  particular  denomination   are  its 
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objects^  and  a  particular  period,  for  ascertaining  their  exis- 
tence or  failure,  is  implied. 

The  principle  of  the  rule  in  question  cannot  be  better 
introduced  to  the  reader*s  notice  than  in  the  following  apt 
and  felicitous  statement  of  its  principle  by  Lord  Cottenhamf 
in  reference  to  a  case  calling  for  its  application.    **  Pro- 
vision," said  his  Lordship,  (e)  ^*  is  made  for  certain  members 
of  a  class,  answering  a  particular  description,  and  then  a 
gift-over  is  made  on  failure  of  the  class.     If  it  be  clear,  that 
the  whole  of  the  class  were  not  to  take,  the  gift-over, 
though  made  to  depend  on  the  fidlure  of  the  whole  class, 
will  be  construed  to  take  place  upon  the  future  of  that 
description  of  the  class  who  were  to  take;  and,  on  the 
other  hand,  if  it  appear,  that  all  the  class  were  intended  to 
take,  although  some  only  are  enumerated,  and  the  gift-over 
be,  upon  the  failure  of  the  whole  class,  the  Court  will 
adopt  such  a  construction,  as  will  extend  the  benefit,  in  the 
best  way  the  law  will  admit,  to  the  whole  class."     In  other 
words,  the  construction  in  question  either  refers  the  words 
expressing  fifulure  of  issue  to  a  particular  class  or  description 
of  issue  entitled  under  a  prior  gift,  or  raises,  by  force  of 
the  gift-over,  an  estate-tail  in  the  ancestor,  which  may  ex- 
tend to  the  issue  not  included  in  the  previous  express 
limitation,  on  the  ground  of  a  supposed  intention,  that  all 
the  issue  of  the  person  named  should  fail,  before  any  benefit 
accrues  to  the  person,  in  favor  of  whom  the  gift-over  is  made." 
Extent  of  tlie        This  subject  has  engaged  so  laigely  the  elaborate  pen  of 
cra^rabg  u7  ^  author  of  the  Treatise  on   WUb,  and  the  numerous 
authorities,  bearing  upon  it,  have  been  so  iiilly  detailed  and 
discussed  in  that  work,  (/)  that  the  writer  will  content  him- 
self with  shortly  stating  the  various  rules  and  distinctions, 
which  have  been  established,  or  are  generally  received,  in 
reference  to  this  class  of  cases.     Without  a  brief  review  of 

(e)   In   Blliankbe  v.  Gompertz,  3  C/)  2  Vol.  pp.  361—406. 

Myl.  &  Cr.  127. 
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ihis  kind,  the  treatment  of  this  part  of  our  subject  might 
well  be  said  to  be  crude  and  un-systemadc  :  with  it,  little 
ofcgectioD  can  be  urged  against  the  want  of  more  minute 
diaqnirition,  when  the  Profession  is  already  acquainted  with  ' 
the  results  of  the  more  accurate  and  beneficial  investigations 
of  a  writer  of  established  repute. 

We  shall  not  in  this  place  make  mention  of  ^fts  *'  in  de-  oiits  *«  in 
halt  of  such  issue,"  following  express  limitations  to  children  ^[21^  •*  do  no?* 
or  other  issue,  for  however  prolific  of  question  those  words  hero  reqnve 

cottsidentiona 

may  have  been,  as  between  the  firdt  taker  and  his  issue,  in 
regard  to  the  extent  to  which  they  affect  those  persons'  in- 
terests, it  has  seldom  been  contended,  that  they  afford 
ground  for  the  construction  of  an  indefinite  fiulure,  whoUy 
irrnpective  of  the  ckus  of  issue  entitled  under  the  previous 
limitatian  ;  and  it  is  now  undeniably  established,  that  these 
words  refer  only  to  the  issue  mentioned  in  the  prior  gift  (^); 
which  is  their  obvious  and  natural  purport  Their  con- 
sideration cannot,  therefore,  be  material  to  the  question  of 
the  remoteness  of  limitations  depending  on  failure  of  issue. 

I.  The  first  rule  which  may  be  laid  down  is,  that  when-  ].  Qift.o?er 
ever  a  gift-over  on  fiinure  of  issue  occurs  subsequendy  to  a  ^^^ 
direct  limitation  to  issue^  which  is  accompanied  by  expres-  ^^  ^jSSr^^ 
sions,  whereby  issue  is  plamly  translated  into  children^  the  ckOdnM, 
ulterior  gilt  will  be  constnied,  as  intended  to  take  effect  on  a 
Gulure  of  children,  and  will,  therefore,  be  firee  firom  objection, 
in  pdnt  of  remoteness.     Thus,  where  (A)  a  testator  gave  his 
bonk  stock,  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  F.  B.  for  life,  and  his 
fandcd  property,  to  the  same  trustees,  in  trust  for  W.  R.  £. 
for  life,  and  after  his  death,  in  tnist,  should  he  have  issue  of 
hii  hodjft  whether  rniUe  or  female^  to  apply  the  interest,  for 
the  maintenance  of  such  issue,  if  more  than  one,  share  and 


(^)  Bee  2  Jarm.  Willi,  368,  et  $eq.  MuMkUincfi,  1  Dr.  &  War.    84 ;  in 

(A)  EKi  T.    Sdby,   7  Sim.  352.  which  the  gift*  over  were,  "  in  default 

And  see  the  sfanilar  cases  of  Carter  ▼.  of  weh  issue.*'     Vide,  2  Jarm.  Wills, 

BtMiuUt  2  Bear.  551 ;  Byan  ▼.  Cow-  355,  357. 

Ay,  U  &   Go.    10;    Mtdgeway  v. 
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2.  Gift-OTer, 
when  MtMe 
takebj 
purchase 
under  prior 
limitation, 
though  not 
interpreted  to 
mean  ehildrm. 


share  alike,  and,  if  only  one,  for  the  maintenance  of  such 
one,  during  his  or  their  non-age,  and  on  their  respectivelj 
attaining  twenty-one,  to  transfer  to  them,  if  more  than  one, 
in  equal  shares,  and  if  only  one,  then  to  such  one,  the  whole 
of  the  testator's  funded  property.  The  testator  then 
directed  his  trustees,  after  the  decease  of  F.  B.,  to  pay  the 
dividends  of  his  bank  stock,  to  W.  R.  £.  for  life,  and,  after 
his  decease,  to  apply  the  dividends  and  capital  for  the  benefit 
of  the  children  or  child  of  W.  R.  E.,  in  such  manner  <u  the 
testator  had  before  directed,  respecting  his  funded  property. 
Should  W.  R.  E.  die  tvit/iout  issue,  male  or  female,  of  his 
body  begotten,  the  funded  property  and  bank  stock  to 
go  over.  Sir  L.  Shadwell,  V.  C,  held,  that,  as  to  both 
funded  property  and  bank  stock,  the  words,  referring  to 
the  failure  of  issue,  male  and  female,  of  W.  R.  £.,  must 
be  construed  to  mean,  ''  child  or  children,"  the  testator 
having  clearly  put  his  own  interpretation  on  the  prior 
gift  to  issue,  male  and  female.  This,  it  is  true,  was  the  case 
of  a  bequest  of  personalty ;  but  that  circumstance  rather 
gives  strength,  than  otherwise,  to  the  construction  adopted, 
as  applied  to  limitations  of  realty. 

2.  Again,  it  should  seem,  that  whenever,  under  a  prior 
Umitation  to  issue,  such  issue  take  as  purchasers  {y^hethei  by 
force  of  superadded  words  of  limitation,  conjoined  with 
a  prescribed  mode  of  dbtribution,  inconsistent  with  the 
course  of  succession  under  an  estate-tail  raised  in  the  parent, 
or  otherwise,  (g))  a  subsequent  gift-over,  on  failure  of  issue 
of  the  first  taker,  will  be  construed  to  refer  to  the  class 
of  issue  who  are  the  objects  of  the  preceding  limitation,  {k) 
This  follows  ftt)m  the  extreme  improbability,  of  the  same 
word  having  been  used  in  a  different  sense  in  successive 


(t)  The  writer  has  not  contidered 
it  either  necessary  or  expedient,  to 
enter  upon  the  wide  subject  of  dis- 
quisition, presented  by  the  question, 
whether,   under    particular  gifts   to 


^  isMue,**  that  word  operates  as  one  of 
pure/uuef  or  of  Umiiatiotu 

(k)  2  Jarm.  Wills,  345^  346,  864. 
And  see  Leeming  ▼.  ShemUt,  reported 
6  Jur.  663. 
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sentences ;  at  one  time,  as  referring  to  all  the  descendants, 
however  remote,  of  the  person  named,  and,  at  another, 
as  signifying  only  chUdrenf  or,  at  most,  issue^  of  any  degree, 
living  at  the  decease  of  the  parent,  {t)  As  it  is  an  absurdity 
to  construe,  ''issue,"  indefinitely,  in  a  limitation-over,  and,  at 
the  same  time,  to  give  it  a  restricted  mining,  in  regard  to  a 
prior  express  gift,  when  there  is  nothing  to  aid  the  construe* 
tion  of  the  issue  taking  as  purchasers,  so  is  it  unreasonable 
to  say,  that,  although  clearly  controlled  in  respect  to  the 
previous  limitation,  it  shall,  nevertheless,  retain  its  indefinite 
agnification  in  the  gift-over. 

3.  Whenever,  on  the  other  hand,  under  the  preceding  3.  And  when 
gift  to  the  issue,  such  issue  do  not  take  by  purchase,  the  tdke  brpv- 
limitation-over  simply  operates  as  a  remainder  expectant  on  *^'?"®,."'^"; 

,       ,        ,  prior  limitition. 

the  estate-tail  raised  in  the  ancestor,  by  virtue  of,  '*  issue,"  in 
the  previous  gift,  operating  as  a  word  of  limitation.  Thus, 
if  a  gift  be  made  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to  the 
i»ae  of  his  body,  and  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  such  issue, 
and  in  de&ult  of  issue  of  A.,  over  to  B. ;  A.  takes  an  estate- 
tail,  with  a  remainder  expectant  thereon,  to  B.  (m) 

4.  It  is,  fiuther,  well  established,  that  words,  referring  to  the  4.  Oift-otw, 
general  fiiilnre  of  issue  of  a  person,  occurring  subsequently  j^^^JlJf^ijj 
to  a  limitation  to  the  children  of  such  person,  either  in/ee-  ekOdrem^mf^^ 

.  nmple  or  in 

nm'ple  or  in  fee-taUy  are  to  be  construed,  as  meaning,  a  de-  taiL 
fiuilt  of  the  objects  of  the  previous  limitation.  (»)     And 
this  construction  obtains,  notwithstanding  that,  by  it,  the 
issue  of  children  dying  in  the  testator's  lifetime  are  entirely 
excluded  from  all  benefit  under  the  limitations.  (0) 


(0  At  to  this  pointy  vidt  2  Jann. 
WUU.  362, 363. 

(ai)  Merttt  t.  Hodgtmh  9  Pri.556. 

(»)  Gijyerd.  ffhiie^.  WkiH^yfUM. 
348.  Goodfigkt  d.  Dodnng  ▼.  Dun^ 
^  Doug.  264.  Makoim  ¥.  Tap- 
lor,  2  Ron.  &M/.  416.  Toaimeky. 
TWMk,  lUtcd  2  Jwm.  Wills,  375, 
«<  «V.     Std  vide  Doe  d.    Todd  ▼. 


ZhuOury,  8  M.  &  W.  514,  andobter. 
Tationi  apon  that  case,  ntpra,  p.  209. 
(o)  Mr.  Jca-num  has  renMu4ed,  in 
reference  to  this  point,  (2  Treat. 
Wills,  377,  n.>— "But  according  to 
Goodriyht  ▼.  Dunham  and  Jfafeofiw 
T.  Taylor,  a  child,  on  its  birth,  or  at 
the  death  of  the  testator,  takes  a  rested 
fee,  which,  of  course,  in  the  event  of 
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take  tuecet" 
nvefy. 


Eflbct  of  word 

occarring  in 
timiution-ov 
after  prior  gift 
to  children. 


Fee  curtailed^        It  IS  to  be  observed,  that  if  the  limitation  be,  to  the 
children  are' to  children,  iucceishelff,  in  fee,  the  word,  **  heire,"  in  the  gift  to 

them,  will  be  controlled  to  mean,  heirs  of  the  body,  by  which 
construction,  the  children  will  take  ettaiei'tailf  in  the  mode 
intended,  (p) 

It  seems  to  be  a  question,  m  reference  to  gifts  of  this 

kind,  whether,  if  the  words  used  in  a  limitation-over  be, 

j™J»*|2^;^»  "  ^®  without  kaving  issue,"  the  contingency  contemplated 

be,  the  entire  failure  of  the  objects  of  the  preceding  gift,  or 
whether  the  words  refer  to  a  de&ult  at  the  time  of  the  death 
of  the  first  taker;  whether,  in  fact,  the  word,  ^'leaving,"  is 
to  be  read  in  the  sense  of,  '*  having  had, "  or  not  {q) 

It  is  obvious,  that  were  there  no  express  gift  to  the 
children,  this  word,  according  to  all  established  rule  and 
cuialogy,  would  be  merely  equivalent  to,  having,  and  would 
not,  therefore,  imply  any  survivorship  of  the  death  of  the 
first  taker.  But  when  the  general  signification  of  the  terra, 
issue,  cannot  have  place,  by  reason  of  its  being  referred  to  the 
objects  of  the  preceding  gift,  thexe  does  not  seem  any  objection 
to  the  word,  leaving,  also  having  a  more  restricted  interpre- 
tation than  it  usually  bears,  inasmuch  as  its  extended  mean- 
ing, in  ordinary  cases,  is  given,  to  render  it  more  accordant 
with  the  indefinite  signification  o(  issue.  Doubdess,  a  con- 
struction, which  renders  the  interests  of  the  children  depen- 
dent on  their  surviving  the  parent,  is  open  to  the  objection 


that  child  lahieqiientlj  dying  in  tike 
Kfiiime  of  ikt  tenant  fir  Kfe,  leafing 
inue,  would  deioend  to  raoh  inue, 
not  otnerwiie  oitpoiea  oi«  it 
is  diflicult  to  lee  the  pertinency 
of  this  ohaeryation,  to  the  qneition 
abo?e  noticed.  Undonbtedly,  the 
itfoe  of  children,  dying  in  the  life- 
time of  the  tenant  for  life,  succeed 
to  th«r  parents*  shares ;  bat  it  is  as 
questionless,  that  the  referential  con- 
struction deprives  the  issue  of  chil- 
dren tfying  before  the  teetator,  of  all 


benefit  whalerer  firom  the  gift  to  the 
children,  or  any  other  gift. 

(/>)  2  Jarm.  Wills,  388.  Prior  oo 
*'  lasue,"  188.  Lemig  d.  Ormomd  ▼. 
Waten,  6  East,  338,  is  not  cited  as  an 
authority,  as  the  iJiuitatioiMifer,  in  that 
case,  was,  **  in  default  of  such  issue.** 

(9)  See  Tarhnek  ▼.  Taarhnek,  tupra; 
and  2  Jarm.  VTAls,  375,  377,  378. 
An  instance  of  this  kind  of  gift  oc- 
curred in  Doe  d.  Todd  y.  Dneehurf, 
ubi  npra.    See  Appendix  II. 
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of  inoonyenienoe  ;  but  It  is  difficult  to  see,  with  a  late 
kanied  writer,  (r)  how  any  aigument  agfdost  it  ia  properiy 
dedadble  from  genend  analogy. 

5.  When  the  gift  to  the  children  or  iflsue  is  fwr  Ufe  only,  &  Gift-^er. 
and  it  is  followed  by  a  limitation-over,  on  fidlnre  of  issue  of  xiaiitS^xo 
the  parent  or  ancestor,  the  effect  of  the  limitations  is,  to  ^^^'^  ^ 
rase  an  ettaie^taU  in  such  parent  or  ancestor,  in  remainder 
expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  life-estates^  previously 

limited  to  his  children  or  issue.  («) 

6.  When  the  limitation  to  the  children  is,  in  tail,  but  it  is  6.  When  gift 
made  to  such  children  only  as  shall  survive  the  parent^  an  ^  ^c/ but  ^ 


estate-tail  will  be  raised  by  implication  in  such  parent,  in  ^ntimgtnt  on 
remainaer  expectant  on  the  estates-tail  of  the  children,  so  the  parent 
as  to  include  the  descendants  of  a  child  dying  in  the 
parents'  lifetime,  (i) 

7.  It  is,  further,  a  rule,  that  when  the  words,'*  in  de&ult  7.  When  prior 
of  issue,"  occur,  after  an  express  gift  to  sons  in  tail^male,  and  ^^^^ 
daughters  in  tailrgeneral^  those  words  are  referrible  to  such  ?^^  . 
SODS  and  daughters,  and  will  not,  therefore,  have  the  effect  teo-^mmi. 


(r)  3  Jann.  ITills,  378. 

(<)  T^vr  T.  SwimdMlM,  4  Rum,  2831 
Ui  «Ub  Wrigld  ▼.  Ltigh^  16  Yet 
564;  3taMttT.XeiPi^  6  Moo.  &  Pay. 
4S5;  7  Bug.  535;  Doe  d.  Gatrod  y, 
Gamd,2  B.  &  Ad.  87 :  theftfBtof 
«U^  cam  IS  clearly  not  an  anthoiity, 
^  iiw  having  paaied  to  the  children 
naderthe  word  '^eaUte :" the  second  is 
open  to  obaerration,  as  haring  heen  de- 
cided, wtthont  Adt  t.  Swimdtis,  or 
the  cnaatractkwi  adopted  in  tt,heing 
pmented  to  the  notice  of  the  Court : 
■ad  m  regard  to  the  last  of  these  three 
mtM,  It  is  to  be  observed,  the  ded- 
nm,  that  the  parent  took  an  estate- 
tii],  vas,  in  all  probability,  grounded 
OB  the  force  of  the  gift  to  the  next  or 
eldest  iwoe  male,  (notwithstanding 
tW  ftrly  case  of  Loodace  ▼.  Ltwdaee, 
Cro.  Elis.  40,}  without  reference  to 
tlie  tinitation-over.    There  was,  also. 


a  ftirther  difference  between  Parr  ▼• 
Swinddi  and  Wright  y.  Leigh^  viz., 
fhat,  in  the  former,  the  limitation  was 
to  children,  egwii^,  while,  in  the  lat- 
ter, it  was,  to  the  first  and  other  sons, 
Bueeunwigi  which  last  mentioned 
drcumstance  was,  perhaps,  somewhat 
more  fanvrable  to  the  implication  of 
an  estate-tail  in  the  parent.  See  ob- 
senrations  on  these  cases,  2  Jann. 
Wills,  329  n.,  388,  389,  391,405; 
Prior  on  "Issue,**  134, 141. 

(0  Doe  d.  GalHni  ▼.  GaUiHi,  5  B. 
&  Ad.  621 ;  3  Ad.  &  Ell.  340.  It 
will  be  observed,  the  writer  does  not 
draw  so  extensive  an  inference  from 
this  decision,  as  Mr.  Jarman  (see  2 
Treat  Wills,  397, 399,) :  the  cases  of 
Ba^fiM  V.  Popham^  and  Blaeibom 
V.  Edgleg,  cited  itrfra,  seem  directly 
opposed  to  that  learned  gentleman's 
conclusion. 
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of  raising  an  estate-tail  in  the  parent,  so  as  to  include  daugh- 
ters of  sons.(£«) 
®-  ^"Ji^  ^      8.  Upon  the  like  principle,  it  should  seem,  that  if  the 
fluOf.  previous  limitation  be,  to  sons  in  tailrmale  onig,  without  any 

gift  to  daughters  in  tiul-general,  or  otherwise,  words,  signify- 
ing failure  of  issue  of  the  parent,  are  to  be  construed,  as 
merely  referential  to  the  objects  of  the  preceding  limitation) 
and  as  not,  therefore,  operating  to  vest  any  estate-tail  in  the 
parent  There  is  not,  however,  any  express  authority  as  to 
this  particular  case. 

9.  Difference,        9.  But  this  referential  construction  will  not  be  adopted, 

in  the  case  of  «  •  «  i_-  i_ 

tnutiBxenOoiy,  ^  uic  samc  cxtcut,  m  regard  to  trusts  executory,  wnicn,  as 

being  less  precise  and  technical  than  ordinary  limitations, 
are  construed  more  liberally,  and  with  a  greater  regard  to 
probable  intention.  Therefore,  where  (o)  there  was  a  tes^ 
tamentaiy  direction  to  settle  upon  issue  of  the  testator^s  son 
by  a  particular  marriages  in  strict  settlement,  and  an  ulterior 
gift,  on  death  of  the  son  without  issue,  it  was  decreed,  that  a 
remainder  in  tail-general  should  be  inserted  in  the  settle* 
ment,  after  the  limitations  to  the  sons  of  the  marriage. 

10.  Prior  ffift  10-  It  is  also  clear,  that  in  the  case  of  a  limitation  to  first 
^«^w^\sk  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  successively  in  tailrmale,  with  a  gift-over,  on 
teO-mafe,  and    failure  o{  issiie  male  of  the  parent,  the  latter  words  will  be 

limitation  on  , 

failure  of  it»u€  held  to  refer  to  the  line  of  sons  taking  under  the  previous 
*^*  limitation,  (w) 

11.  Limitation-  H-  When  there  is  a  gift  to  an  eldest  son  only,  either  in 
^toddeH^  /i?tf-«mpfe,  or  in  tail, or  in  tail-male, and  a  subsequent  limi- 
Mii  in  fee  or  in  tatiou-over,  on  failure  of  issue  or  issue  male  of  the  parent, 

the  settled  construction  is,  that  the  son  takes  an  estate-tail, 
or  an  estate-tail-male  (when  so  limited),  with  a  remainder 
expectant  thereon,  to  the  parent,  either  in  tail  or  in  tail* 

(«)  Blaekbom  i.Edpky,  1  P.  Wms.  (o)  AlUuuim  ▼.  Oiiktrow,  I  Yes. 

600.  AftfFte  ▼.  Marquess  of  Ormomdt,  sr.  24. 

6  Madd.  99.     Sed  vide  the  obaenra*  (w)  Bam{fieldr.J\ipkamt  1  P.Wi 

tions  of  Mr.  PHar,  in  hb  Treatise  on  54,  760;  2  Vem.  427»  449. 
"  Issue/*  136. 


fiia  L — SUB.  in.]        ON  FAILURE  OP  ISSUE.  ^85 

male,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  limitation-over,  (x)  It 
will  be  observed,  in  reference  to  gifts  of  this  class,  that  if 
the  limitation  be,  to  the  eldest  son,  in  fee,  that  interest  is  ne- 
cesBarily  cut  down  to  an  estate^tail,  in  order  to  vest  a 
remainder  in  tail  in  the  parent :  (y)  and  the  like  modification 
of  interest  takes  place  in  Qvery  case  of  an  express  ^f);  to 
isBue  in  fee,  where  the  constniction  of  the  words  introducing 
the  limitation-over  is  not  exclusively  referenda!. 

12.  Again,  it  has  been  determined,  that  when  there  is  a  12.  When 
previous  gift  to  a  certain  number  of  sons  only,  successively  to  d^niu 
in  iaU-maley  with  a  limitation-over,  on  failure  of  issue  mcJe  chUdreik^ 
of  the  parent,  an  estate-tail-male  in  remainder  must  be 
ndsed  by  implication  in  such  parent,  so  as  to  let  in  all  the 
issue  male  he  may  possibly  have,  and  who  are  not  expressly 
provided  for  by  the  prior  limitation,  (z)  And  the  like  rule 
would,  doubtless,  hold,  in  the  case  of  a  gift-over  on  failure 
€f  issue,  afler  a  prior  limitation  to  a  certain  number  of  sons 
in  tail-male ;  the  remainder  in  tail,  in  that  case,  being 
general,  to  all  the  issue,  and  not  special,  to  the  partial  line 
of  issue,  in  which  the  objects  of  the  preceding  gift  are 
incloded.  In  such  a  case,  the  referential  construction  which 
obtains,  when  the  gifl-over  on  fidlure  of  issue  occurs  after  a 
limitation  to  all  the  members  of  a  particular  class  of  partial 
issue,  cannot  have  place ;  because,  if  an  estate-tail  is  to  be 
raised  at  all,  for  the  purpose  of  including  all  possible  issue 
of  the  same  description  with  those  taking  under  the  pre- 
rious  limitation,  that  estate  must  be  commensurate  with  the 
issue,  by  force  of  reference  to  whom  it  is  raised ;  that  is,  in 
the  supposed  case,  the  whole  line  of  issue.  Upon  the  same 
principle,  too,  it  should  seem,  that  if  the  previous  gift  ex- 
tended only  to  vest  estates-tail  in  a  definite  number  of 

(x)  Siamky  ▼.  Lennard,  1  Eden,  Prior  on  '*  rssue,**  139, 140. 

67.    Dot  d.  BeoMY.  HaHty.^T,  R.  •  {z)  LemgUyy,  Baldwin,  1  Eq.Ca. 

&     SedvideB^arthr,  Monk,  1  Bro.  Abr.  185,  pL  29;  I   Yes.  ir.  759. 

C.  G.  294  ;  wbere,  howefer,  therab-  AUomesf-Gengnd   ▼.    Sutton^    1.  P. 

Ject-nalter  wu  permmaUif,  Wmi.  754. 

(jr)  Do%  d.  BwM  ▼.  HaUtif,  tupra. 
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13.  When 
iesue  taking 
under  nreoed- 
ing  gift  most 
attaina 
certain  ap«. 


14.  When  ex- 
pran  gifts  to 
inue  only  made 
in  eoKtingemt 


chiidren,  a  limitation-over,  on  the  death  of  the  parent  tvUh" 
out  ismey  would  have  the  efiect  of  raising  an  estate-tail  in 
such  parent,  in  remainder  expectant  on  the  estates  of  the 
children. 

13.  The  referential  construction  is  not  adopted,  when 
the  previous  gift  is  accompanied  by  restrictions,  as  to  the 
issue  taking  under  it  attaining  a  Mpecified  (ige.  Therefore, 
where  (a)  a  testator  devised  property  to  such  son  of  his,  at 
should  first  attain  twenty^ne,  when  he  should  attain  such 
age,  and  his  heirs,  but  in  default  of  a  son  attmning  such 
age,  to  a  daughter,  if  she  should  attain  twenty-onCf  and  her 
heirs,  and  if  he  (the  testator)  should  depart  this  life  withouit 
leaving  issue^  over ;  it  was  held,  that  the  restriction,  of  the 
issue  attaining  a  specified  age,  could  not  be  imported  into 
the  contingency,  on  which  the  limitation-over  was  to  take 
effect,  so  as  to  give  rise  to  a  referential  construction;  and 
that  that  limitation,  therefore,  fiuled* 

14*  Again,  it  is  settled,  that  when  the  previous  limitations 
to  the  issue  are  made  in  certain  contingent  events  cmly, 
which  may  not  occur,  or  if  estates  are  not  directly  given  to 
the  issue,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  exhaust  the  whole  subject- 
matter,  an  estate-tail  will  be  given  by  implication  to  die 
parents,  in  remainder  expectant  on  the  estates  oonfen^d  by 
the  previous  limitations.  (6) 


(a)  Doe  d.  Beie  y,  Luerafy  1  Moo. 
&  So.  573 ;  8  Bing.  386.  And  tee 
2  Jann.  Wills,  380.  Sed  vide  obseira- 
tionsof  Ur.  Prior,  on  that  cage,  in  his 
Treatise  on  •*  Issue,"  139,  142, 143. 

(5)  FroMhe  v.  Price,  6  Scott,  710 ; 
5  Bing.  N.  S.  37;  3  Bear.  182. 
Mr.  JcarmoH  (2  Treat  Wills,  382,  n.) 
seems  to  consider,  that  the  decision  in 
this  case  may,  possibly,  afford  some 
countenance  to  the  otgectionable  doc- 
trine, apparently  affirmed  by  the  cases 
of  Doe  d.  Tamy  ▼.  Agar,  12  East, 
252,  and  Romilfy  v.  James^  6  Taunt. 
263,  (that  an  estate-tail  may  be  raised 


by  implicattont  in  a  person  not  taking 
any  previous  estate,)  and  noticed 
aiqmi,  p.  185,  n.  But  it  ia  sabnitted, 
whether  it  has  not  escaped  the  leamed 
writer*s  observation,  that  in  the  very 
event  which  happened,  a  prior  limita^ 
tion  in  the  will  had  given  the  person 
who  was  held  to  ttkt  an  estale-tail, 
a  Kfe-inlerett  m  the  whole,  and  that, 
therefore,  there  was  no  objectton  to 
an  estate-tail  in  the  eiuirt^  being 
raised  in  that  person,  by  force  of  the 
gift-over,  although  he^  origmally,  took 
only  a  moiefy  of  the  property  for  life. 
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15.  When,  to  the  contingency  of  the  parent  dying  with-  15.  When 
oat  iflsne,  is  superadded  that,  of  a  failure  of  issue  of  the  issue  taperadded 
taking  under  the  previous  gif^  the  construction  is^  that  the  ^^^'^^^ 
children   take  estates-tail,  with  remainder  in  tail  to  the  witfaoat  inue. 
parent,  (supposing  the  implication  of  such  a  remainder  ad- 

misaible  according  to  the  previous  rules)  (c).  It  may  be 
observed,  however,  that  these  superadded  words  are  rejected 
as  nugatoiy,  when  there  is  no  express  gift  to  issue,  which 
may  be  afiected  by  them,  and  they  are,  therefore,  of  no 
force  in  putting  a  construction  upon  words  referring  to  a 
failure  of  iasue.  {d) 

But  it  is  no  argument  in  &vor  of  this  construction,  that 
a  gift-over,  on  fiulure  of  issue  of  all  the  children  of  the 
parent  is  the  same  thing,  as,  a  limitation  on  failure  of  iEBue 
of  the  parent  himself,  and  that,  therefore,  it  will  suffice  to 
show,  that  the  ulterior  limitation  is  not  to  take  effect  until 
fiulure  of  all  the  line  of  descendants  of  the  latter:  for  there 
may  be  iasue,  incapable  of  taking  under  estates-tail  raised  in 
the  chUdreny  by  reason  of  the  death  of  their  parent,  (that  is, 
one  of  the  chOdren,)  in  the  testator^s  lifetime ;  but  during 
whose  existence,  there  can,  of  course,  be  no  fiiilure  of  issue 
of  the  ancestor,  {e) 

16.  It  seems  to  be  established,  that  if  the  gift  to  the  is.  Oift.orer 
issue  be  posterior,  in  ihe  order  of  the  UmitationSy  to  that,  on  ^^^^on  to 
fiulure  of  issue  of  the  parent,  the  referential  construction  ^"^' 

win  not  be  admitted.  Thus,  where  (/)  realty  and  person- 
alty were  bequeathed  to  the  testator's  daughter,  C.  H. ;  but 
in  case  of  her  death  without  lawful  issue,  over ;  and  the 
testator  subsequently  requested  his  friends,  C.  and  SL,  to 


(e)  Doe  d.    Barnard    t.   Rtawm^  h  Hj.  390 ;  S.  C.  nib  nom.   Candp 

cited  3  WHs.  244.     Jtmn^.Ltgs,9  y.  OnyMi;  8  Bligfa.  N.  &  469.   And 

^^^  461 ;  S.  C.   nib  mom.  Ivn  T.  lee  the  forcible  obterratioiis  of  Mr. 

^■^99^  3  T.  B.  488,  n.  Prior,  on  this  decision,  in  reference 

{i)  See  JVttdbT.  Priett^Mnprtu  to  another  gnmnd  on  which  it  was 

(<)  See  jodguent  in  Do€  d.  Tbdd  rested,  in  Treatise  on  **  IssQe,"  153, 

V.  DvoNry,  8  M.  &  VIT.  633,  ef  aeg.  154. 

CO  GflM^  Y.  Harding,  3  Rnss. 
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17.  "When 
there  is  no 
preceding 
gift  to  the 
parent 


18.  When  the 
estate  of  the 
parent  is  not 
freehold  or  is 


be  guardians  of  C.  H. ;  and  directed^  that  if  she  married, 
'Mt  must  be  with  their  consent,  and  the  property  to  be 
solely  settled  on  herself  and  children,  and  in  no  way  chaiged 
or  alienated."  It  was  argued,  that  the  words,  "  in  case  of 
her  death  without  lawful  issue,**  must  be  construed,  as  re- 
ferring  to  such  issue,  as  would  have  taken  under  the  settle- 
ment directed  by  the  testator,  in  case  of  the  marriage  of  the 
daughter,  and  that,  therefore,  the  gift-over  of  the  personalty 
was  not  void  for  remoteness.  It  was,  however,  held,  both 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  in  D.  P.,  that  the  words  in 
question  must  be  read,  as  referring  to  an  indefinite  failure 
of  issue ;  and,  as  it  should  appear,  chiefly  (at  least,  in  the 
superior  tribunal,)  upon  the  ground,  that  there  was  no 
authority  for  extending  the  referential  construction  to  cases, 
where  the  express  limitation  to  the  issue  occurred  after  the 
gift-over. 

17.  Again,  it  appears  to  be  a  rule,  that  if  there  be  no 
gift  to  the  person,  on  failure  of  whose  issue,  the  limitation- 
over  is  to  take  effect,  the  referential  construction  obtains 
in  the  same  manner,  as  if  the  gift  to  the  children  or  issue 
had  been  preceded  by  such  a  limitation.  (^)  Indeed,  it 
should  even  seem,  that  in  every  such  case,  this  construction 
must  be  adopted,  because,  as  there  is  no  prior  estate  in  the 
parent,  the  very  foundation  for  the  implication  of  an  estate- 
tail  in  him,  either  immediate  or  by  way  of  remainder,  fiiils. 
There  is,  however,  the  alternative,  of  rendering  the  ulterior 
gift  void  for  remoteness,  by  rejecting  both  the  referential 
construction,  and  that,  of  an  implied  estate-tail,  altogether. 
But  this  would  be  an  extreme  doctrine,  which,  the  tendency 
of  modem  adjudications  docs  not  lead  us  to  suppose,  the 
Courts  would  very  readily  adopt 

18.  Since  the  operation  of  words,  referring  to  the  failure 
of  issue  of  a  person,  to  raise  an  estate-tail  in  that  person, 
when  the  intermediate  gift  to  the  issue  embraces  only  a 


(ff)  StOJuid  ▼.  Vmum,  1  Eden,  64  ;      beqiMit  oi perumakjf. 
which  was»  however,  the  case  of  a 
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portion  of  those  intended  to  take,  is  entirely  founded  on  the  not  of  the  ume 
Rub  in  SheUey^t  case,  (A)  it  is  clear,  that  the  person,  in  favor  ulterior  esutes. 
of  whom  the  estate^tail  is  to  be  implied,  if  at  all,  must  have 
an  estate  of  a  natnie,  which  would  admit  of  the  application 
of  that  rule,  in  the  case  of  express  limitations  to  a  person^ 
and,  afterwards,  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  or  his  issue,  (t) 
Now,  it  is  an  indispensable  condition  of  the  application  of 
the  rule  in  question,  that  the  ancestor  should,  first,  have  an 
estate  o( freehold,  under  the  same  instrument  as  thatcontun- 
ing  the  limitation  with  which  it  coalesces,  and,  next,  that 
that  estate  of  fireehold  should  be  identical  in  nature  or 
character  with  that,  limited  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  or  issue ; 
that  is,  they  should  be,  either,  both  legal,  or,  both  equit- 
able, (j)    It  follows,  therefore,  that  if  the  gift  to  the  parent 
or  ancestor  be,  for  a  term  of  years  only,  or  if  the  freehold 
limited  to  him  be  legal,  while  all  the  ulterior  gifts  are  equit- 
able, or  the  former,  equitable,  and  the  latter^  l^;ali  no 
estate-tail  can  be  raised  by  implication  in  the  first  taker, 
under  any  of  the  forgoing  rules,  and  the  validity  of  the 
limitation-over  will,  consequently,  depend  upon  the  circum- 
stance, of  the  fidlure  of  issue,  on  which  it  is  to  take  efiiect, 
being  strictly  and  exclusively  referential  to  the  issue  who 
are  objects  of  the  preceding  gift,  {k) 
19.  Lastly,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  when  the  words  i^-  ^^^» . 

...  .  .  expret8ion  in* 

mtrodueing  the  limitation-over  are,  **  dying  without  child-  troducing 
ren,"  (which,  it  has  been  formerly  said,  are,  in  ordinaiy  ^^^^'^ 
cases,  equivalent  to, "  dying  without  issue,")  the  construction  JjJ^?  **'^' 
of  the  limitations  will  generally  coincide  with  that,  which 
woddhave  obtained,  had  the  word,w«tfe,  instead  of,  children, 
been  used.     Probably,  however,  these  words  would  exercise 
some  peculiar  influence  upon  a  case  of  doubtful  construction. 


(A)  2  Jarm.  W91s,247.  654  ;  where,  howerer,  the  qoettkm 

(t)  See  Prior  oo  '*  brae,**  165.  seems  rather  to  have  heen  one  of  the 

{J)  F.  C.  R  27, 52,  58.    2  Jarm.  application  of  the  Cy-pm  doctrine ;  as 

^^iBi,  243.  244.  to  which,  vidM  infra. 


W  See   Mogg  v.  Mogg.   1   Mef. 
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as  to  issue  taking  by  purchase,  or  otherwise,  under  a  prior 
gift ;  as,  in  such  a  case,  they  might  not  be  immaterial  to 
show,  that,  **  issue,"  was  not  intended  as  a  word  of  limitation. 
For  all  purposes  of  the  referential  construction,  however,  it 
is  conceived,  the  words  in  question  are  of  equivalent 
import  to,  **  dying  without  itsue.^  And,  as  a  corollary  to 
that  proposition,  it  should  also  seem,  that  whenever  an 
estate-tail  would  be  raised  by  implication,  by  force  of  the 
last-mentioned  expression,  a  similar  effect  will  attend  the 
use  of  the  synonymous  phrase.  Any  force  that  may  be 
allowed  to  the  word,  '^  children,"  as  distinguished  from  that 
which  belongs  to,  **  issue,"  will  always  be  influenced  so 
'  materially  by  the  particular  circumstances  of  each  case,  that 
it  is  iinpossible  to  lay  down  any  positive  rules,  as  to  what 
will  suffice  to  give  the  former  word  a  more  restricted  con- 
stmction,  than  that  usually  borne  by  the  latter. 
Extent  to  The  rules  and  distinctions^  above  stated,  are  not  advanced, 

rales  are  to  be  <>s  ^^1  ^^^  entirely  clear  and  unquestionable,  but,  rather,  as 
''^'^  famuhing  the  genend  outline  of  a  system,  which  the  froitfiil 
source  of  litigation  furnished  by  the  words,  *'die  vrithout 
issue,"  has  enabled  the  Courts  to  raise,  with  some  appear- 
ance of  harmony  and  proportion.  Nor  has  it,  in  general, 
been  here  attempted  to  anticipate  occasions  of  farther 
refinement  and  distinction,  to  which  the  ingenuity,  caprice, 
ignorance,  or  carelessness,  of  testators  may,  fiom  dme  to 
time,  give  rise.  Since  the  dispositions  of  self-taught  law- 
yers are  as  jBrequendy  destitute  of  grammatical  sense,  as, 
ever-varying  and  fimtastic,  it  is  impossible  to  dedaie,  from 
well-educed  principle,  or  justly-formed  analogy,  under  what 
particular  rule,  distinction,  or  exception,  supposable  cases 
might  take  rank. 
Not  yet  ex.  It  only  remains,  to  make  an  observation,  similar  to  that, 

tended  to  •  i       t  •  i      i_  ,  . 

limiutionsm  With  which  there  has  been  occasion  to  accompany  most  of 
the  inquiries,  occupying  the  previous  Subdivisions,  We.,  that 
actual  decision  on  the  various  points  here  noticed  is  con- 
fined to  cases  of  testamentary  limitations;  and  that  no 
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aoakigy  can  be  deduced  from  such  ezifltiiig  autharideBy  in 
fiiTor  of  die  extension  of  die  like  rules,  to  gifts  by  instni- 
mente  irUer  rmw  •*  as  to  which)  any  question  that  may  occur 
will  be  of  die  first  impmsion. 


SUBDrTISION  4i 

The  operation  of  7  ChU.  4  and  1  VicU^  Ok  26,  #.  29,  upon 
teMtamenUary  Umitaiione  of  real  ettatOf  to  take  iffeet  on  a 
ij/ing  without  ieeue. 

Our  inquiries,  hitherto,  have  embraced  the  whole  subject,  Prelimmtfy 
of  limitadons  of  real  estate  after  or  upon  a  fiulure  of  issue, 
anterior  to  cnt  irrespecdvely  of  die  alterations  introduced,  in 
reference  to  these  limitadons,  by  the  recent  statute, 
7  Gul.  4  and  1  Vict,  c.  26,  the  operadon  of  which  com« 
menced  with  die  year,  1838,  but  only  as  to  all  wills  dated 
or  republished  sobsequendy  to  the  year,  1837.  It  now 
lemains,  to  point  out  the  nature  of  the  new  enactment,  and 
its  eflfects  and  general  bearing,  as  well  immediate  and  direct, 
as  remote  and  consequential,  in  reference  to  the  subject 
before  us.  It  is  necessary  to  premise,  however,  that  the 
statutory  provisions  we  are  to  consider,  are  entirely  confined 
to  wiOe;  and,  therefore,  all  that  has  been  said  in  reladon  to 
limitations  in  deeds,  must  be  considered,  as  applicable  in 
Its  iuU  extent,  at  this  present  time,  notwithstanding  any 
difference  we  may  have  to  notice,  in  regard  to  limitations 
in  wills. 

It  will  fiicilitate  the  inquiry,  if  the  words  of  the  act  pass  7  Chd.  4  & 
in  review  before  us;  and  too  much  attention  can  scarcely  g,  29.  '  ^* 
be  given  to  them,  important  as  diey  are,  in  their  relation  to 
oar  present  subject    The  29th  section  of  the  act  referred 
to  (the  section  with  which  we  are  principally  concerned) 

u  2 
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18  to  the  following  effect : — *^  Be  it  enacted^  that  in  any 
or  bequest  of  real  or  personal  estate,  the  words,  'die  witfaoot 
issu^,'  or, '  die  without  leaving  issue,'  or, '  have  no  issue,'  or 
any  other  words,  which  may  import  either  a  want  or  fiulure 
of  issue  of  any  person  in  his  lifetime,  or  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  or  an  indefinite  fiulure  of  his  issue,  shall  be  construed 
to  mean,  a  want  or  fiiilure  of  issue  in  the  lifetime,  or  at  the 
time  of  the  death,  of  such  person,  and  not,  an  indefinite 
fiulure  of  his  issue,  unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  appear 
by  the  will,  by  reason  of  such  pereon  having  a  prior  estate- 
tail,  or  of  a  preceding  gift  being,  without  any  implication 
arising  fi:t>m  such  words,  a  limitation  of  an  estate-tiul  to  such 
peHson,  or  issue,  or  otherwise :  provided,  that  this  act  shall 
not  extend  to  cases,  where  such  words  as  aforesaid  import,  if 
no  issue  described  in  a  preceding  gift  shall  be  bom,  or  if 
there  shall  be  no  issue,  who  shall  live  to  attain  the  age,  or 
otherwise  answer  the  description,  required,  for  obtaining  a 
vested  estate,  by  a  preceding  gift  to  such  issue." 

To  apply  the  provisions  of  this  enactment,  in  the  order 

adhered  to  in  our  previous  consideration  of  the  old  law : — 

Eflbet  ofnew        !•  If  land  be  devised  to  A.,  and  his  heirs,  provided  that, 

^^y^i^jij^^^Q     if  B.  die  without  issue,  or  without  having  issue,  or  without 

denMto  A.  in  leaving  issue,  then,  to  C. ;  the  limitation  to  C.  will  be  good ; 

dMtli  of  B.       the  event  described, — viz,,  the  fiulure  of  B.'s  issue, — bein^ 

to  C  ;        '    by  force  of  the  1  Vict  c  26,  limited  to  happen,  either  befiire 

or  at  the  decease  of  B«,  and,  therefore,  within  the  period 

prescribed  by  the  Rule  for  prevention  of  Perpetuities.     And 

if  B.  die  leaving  a  child  or  other  issue  behind  him,  though 

there  be,  afterwards,  an  extinction  of  the  line  of  issue,  the 

specified  event  does  not  receive  its  fiilfilment,  and  the  ulterior 

limitation,  consequently,  fidls. 

—to  A.  in  foe,      2«  If  there  be  a  devise  to  A.  and  his  heirs^  and  if  he  die 

deitth  whkoQt    without  issue,  to  B.,  and  his  heirs,  the  fiulure  of  issue 


iw>«,  to  B. ;  by  jte  new  statute,  confined  to  the  death  of  A.,  the  limita- 
tion to  B.  is  good,  as  an  Executory  devise,  to  take  effect  in 
the  event  of  the  death  of  A«,  without  leaving  issue  living  at 
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that  time,  (m)    It  will  be  perceived,  tberefoie,  that  the  doe* 
trine  of  implication  of  estates-tul,  is  now  entirely  abolished, 
m  to  wills  embraced  by  the  new  enactment,  except  in  those 
cases,  where  an  intention,  to  use  the  words  importing  dying 
without  issue,  as  signifying  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  is 
{dsinly  evinced.  Not  only  is  the  neoessity  for  the  implication 
of  an  estate- tail,  in  the  case  under  consideration,  removed,  but 
that  construction  is  also  rendered  impomble,  by  the  confined 
interpretation  now  to  be  put  upon  words  indicating  a  ffulure 
of  issue,  under  the  provisions  of  the  new  law.     The  failure 
of  issue,  co-extensive  with  the  limits  of  an  estate-tail,  is  a 
general  or  indefinite  fiulure;  in  other  words,  the  failure, 
which  involves  the  natural  extinction  of  an  entail,  embraces 
the  whole  line  of  issue  inheritable  to  the  first  purchaser.    If, 
therefore,  the  meaning,  either  proper  or  forced,  of  words 
importing  a  dying  without  issue,  confine  the  failure  intended 
to  the  death  of  the  devisee,  it  is  plain,  (as  was  formerly  ob- 
served,) (n)  that  there  is  no  opening  for  the  raising  an  estate- 
tail  by  implication  in  the  person,  the  failure  of  whose  issue 
is  in  question,  firom  the  mere  circumstance,  of  the  manifes- 
tation of  an  intention,  that  if  such  failure  happen  within  a 
limited  period,  another  person  shall  succeed  to  the  property. 
As  it  is,  however,  the  mode  of  interpretation  which  has 
rendered  imposrible,  any  resort  to  the  old  rule  of  construe-* 
tion,  in  the  case  supposed,  has  also  removed  all  necessity  for 
it,so  fiv  as  concerns  the  harmony  and  support  of  the  several 
limitadons,  the  e£Pecting  which,  was  the  original  moving 
cause  of  the  adoption  of  the  rule. 

3.  And  so,  with  respect  to  a  devise  to  A.,  and  his  heirs,  .to  A.  in  fee, 
after  the  death  of  H.  without  issue,  neither  A.  nor  B.  being  ^f  3.  without 
the  testator's  heii^t-law,  and  no  preceding  estate  being  ^''^* 
given  to  B. ;  the  limitation  to  A.  is  good,  the  failure  of  B.'s 
issue  being  restricted  to  his  death. 


4.  Airain.  suppose  a  limitation,  similar  to  the  last,  but  —to  A.  in  fee, 

^  ^^^  after  the  death 

(«)  1  Jarm.  WiDs,  496.     Shelf.  (»)  Vide  tupra,  p.  187. 

WUli,S30. 
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of  B.  widioat     with  the  difierence»  of  A.  or  B.  being  the  testator's  heir. 

usu6«  A.  or  B.  -      , 

being  tflttator't  The  rule  (as  we  have  8een)(o)  applicable  in  such  a  case, 
'  in  regard  to  wills  not  within  the  operati<Hi  of  the  new 

statute,  is,  that  B.  takes  an  estate-tail  by  implication;  it 
being  supposed,  in  the  one  case,  that  the  testator  codd  not 
give  to  a  person,  at  a  future  specified  period,  what  devolves 
to  him  bj  act  of  law,  immediately,  without  intending  to  dis- 
pose of  it  in  the  mean  time ;  and,  in  the  other,  that  by 
limiting  the  property  over,  on  the  death  of  his  heir  without 
issue,  the  testator  showed  an  intention,  that  in  the  meantime 
it  should  belong  to  him,  as  the  person  on  whom  the  law 
casts  the  inheritance,  in  defiiult  of  any  disposition  of  it, 
seout.  But  under  the  new  law,  the  fiiiluie  of  issue  is  re- 
stricted to  the  death  of  B.,  and  an  estate-tail  cannot,  there- 
fore, be  raised  in  him,  in  either  of  the  cases  supposed  Yet, 
as  it  is  maniibstly  absurd,  in  the  case  of  the  devisee  being 
the  heir,  not  to  provide  for  the  destination  of  the  proper^, 
until  the  period  fixed  for  him  to  take  it,  it  would  seem,  that 
an  estate  must  be  implied  in  the  ancestor,  on  failure  of  whose 
issue  the  heir  is  to  take ;  and,  as  the  construction  of  an  estate- 
tail  is  now  impossible,  that  estate  must  be  a  fee-simple,  (p) 
In  the  other  case,  viz.,  that  of  theperMOfh  an  failure  oftt^ose 
issue  the  devise  is  to  take  effect,  being  the  testator's  heir, 
the  like  rule  must  hold.  In  both  cases,  in  a  word,  (to  revert 
to  the  illustration,)  B.  takes  a  fee-simi^e,  subject  to  an 
Executory  devise  in  fkvor  of  A.,  in  the  event  of  his  (B/s) 
dying  without  issue  living  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
•—to  A.  for  5.  Further,  let  it  be  supposed,  that  property  is  devised  to 

his  death  ^  foi^  hfe,  and  if  he  die  without  issue,  to  B.  in  fee.  Prior 
jmtboat  itm,  ^  ^^  ^^^  enactment,  we  have  seen,  that  the  effect  of  such 
a  limitation  would  be,  to  enlaige  the  life-interest  of  A«  into 
an  estate-tail,  and  to  give  place  to  the  limitation  to  B.,  as  a 
remaiiider  expectant  upon  it  But,  as  the  words  importing 
a  fidlure  (yf  issue  are  now  cut  down  to  a  dying  without  issue 

(o)  Vuk  wpra,  p.  181.  (^)  1  Jamu  WU]a»  498. 
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living  at  the  deathi  there  is  no  ground  for  the  enlaigement 
of  the  life-estate ;  because,  as  before  remarked,  to  create  an 
estate-tail,  a  general  or  indefinite  fiulure  of  issue  must  be 
intended :  while,  at  the  same  time,  there  is  no  express  gift 
to  the  issue.  The  eflecti  therefore,  of  such  a  devise,  under 
the  new  statute,  will  be,  to  confer  on  A.,  an  estate  for  life 
only,  whether  he  has  issue  or  not,  with  a  contingent  re- 
mainder to  B.,  to  take  eflect,  in  the  event  of  A.'s  dying, 
without  leaving  issue  living  at  his  decease,  (g)  It  may  be 
questioned,  indeed,  whether,  in  this  instance,  the  alteration 
introduced  by  the  recent  act  be,  in  all  respects,  a  wise  or 
beneficial  one ;  for,  while  the  ulterior  gift  is  postponed  till 
the  fiulure  of  issue  of  the  tenant  for  life,  such  issue  not  only 
take  nothing,  by  reason  of  the  want  of  an  express  devise  to 
them,  but,  also,  the  estate  for  life  is  rendered  unsusceptible 
of  enlaigement  into  an  estate-tail,  under  which  the  issue 
might  inherit.  It  has  not,  howeveri  been  decided^  whether, 
m  the  alternative  events  of  the  existence  of  issue  at  the  de- 
cease of  the  tenant  for  life,  any  estate  can  be  raised  by 
implication  in  their  favor,  and  their  exclusion  fix>m  all 
benefit  of  the  devise  cannot,  therefore,  be  treated  as  per- 
fectly clear;  but  the  better  opinion,  and  that  most  accordant 
with  principle,  seems  unfavorable  to  such  an  implication,  (r) 

6.  The  next  species  of  limitation,  the  construction  of  — toA.,»dc. 
whidi  undergoes  a  change,  by  force  of  the  new  statute,  occurs  after  hU  death 
in  the  case  of  a  devise  to  A.,  indefinitely^  (that  is,  for  no  1^^^^' 
express  estate,)  and  in  the  event  of  his  death  without  issue,  ^•J*"*'??^ ***!* 

,  28th  lection  of 

to  B.    Under  the  former  law,  it  will  be  remembered,  («)  the  i  Vict.  e.  26; 


(f)  1  Jenn.  Willi.  497.  Shelf. 
Wmb,  321.  See  Letkietittier  v.  TVmy, 
3  Atlu  774,  793;  and obeenreftioiis  of 
Lotd  Gigbrd,  M.  R.,  in  Greent  t. 
^ard^  1  Ruts.  264 ;  in  reference  to 
•  anllar  devise,  prior  to  1  Vict.  c.  26. 

(r)  1  Jann.  WiUi»  490,  497  :  and 
Ke  Gneme  ▼.  Ward,  mhi  ngpnu  And 
in  the  caae  of  RoHdagh  t.  Rantlofih, 
i  Mj.  a  K.  441,  (stated  and  observed 


upon,  111^)  the  inoe  of  legatees  for 
life  of  a  personal  fond  claimed  to  take 
by  implication  as  purchasers ;  but  the 
claim  seems  to  have  been  treated  as 
nnsostainable.  Ex  parte  Rogert,  2 
Madd.  449,  leads  to  a  different  oon- 
elusion.  See  Clarhe  v.  Lubhock,  1 
You.  h  Coll.  N.  C.  C.  492.  Also 
stated  and  observed  upon,  infra. 
(«)   Vidt  npra,  p«  179, 
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effect  of  such  a  devise  is^  to  riuse  an  estate-tail  in  A.,  with 
remainder  to  B.,  in  the  same  manner^  as  in  the  case  of  a  li- 
mitation of  an  express  life-estate ;  and,  were  there  nothing 
more  in  the  recent  statute  applicable  to  the  case  of  an  inde- 
finite devise,  the  new  construction  of  these  two  classes  of 
limitations  would  be  also  identical  But  that  statute  effects 
an  important  alteration,  in  regard  to  the  nature  and  effect  of 
an  indefinite  devise,  which  occasions  a  material  difference,  be- 
tween it  and  the  devise  of  an  express  life-estate,  in  reference 
to  the  operation  upon  them  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  re- 
lative to  the  construction  of  words  importing  a  failure  of  issue. 
The  28th  section  of  I  Vict.  c.  26  enacts,  that  **  where  any 
real  estate  shall  be  devised  to  any  person,  without  any  words 
of  limitation,  such  devise  shall  be  construed  to  pass  the  fee- 
simple,  or  other  the  whole  estate  or  interest,  which  the 
testator  had  power  to  dispose  of  by  will  in  such  real  estate, 
unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  appear  by  the  wilL"  An 
indefinite  devise,  therefore,  must  be  read,  as  a  devise  in  fee- 
simple  ;  and,  that  being  the  case,  it  is  immediately  ascer- 
tained, that,  under  a  devise  to  A.,  without  words  of  limita- 
tion, and  if  he  die  without  issue,  to  B.,  the  operaticm  of  the 
new  statute  is,  to  vest  the  fee-simple  in  A.,  with  an  Execu- 
tory devise  to  B.,  in  the  event  of  A.  dying,  vnthout  leaving 
issue  living  at  his  decease,  (t) 
-to  A.  in  fee,  7.  Yet  again,  let  us  suppose  the  case  of  a  devise  to  A«,  and 
B.  die  without  his  heirs,  and  if  A.  and  B.  die  without  issue,  to  C,  and  his 
lamie,  to  C. ;  heirg.  This  is  a  case,  in  which,  as  to  wills  made  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  the  recent  statute,  the  ulterior  limi- 
tation  is  void,  and  not  capable  of  being  supported  by  the 
implication  of  estates-tail,  co-extensive  with  the  lines  of  issue, 
whose  failure  is  to  give  it  efiect,  by  reason  of  the  want  of  an 
express  estate  in  one  of  the  ancestors  named,  (u)  The  efiect 
of  the  new  enactment,  in  the  case  put,  is,  to  vest  the  fee- 
simple  of  the  devised  property  in  A.,  subject  to  an  Execu- 

(0  ShelL  Wais,  321.  (»)     ide  aupra,  p.  186. 
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toiy  devise  in  fi&vor  of  C,  in  the  event  of  the  deaths  of  A* 
and  B.,  without  leaving  issue  living  at  the  time  of  their  re- 
spective deoease& 
8.  It  must  be  remembered,  that  the  irraiMi  effect  of  the  Chief  mah  of 

,    .  „    ,,  1-     .^    .  .      new  rule,  t© 

new  enactment  is^  to  bring  all   Executory  limitations  m  rvmoTeob- 
wills,  depending  on  the  contingency  of  the  death  and  failure  itmote^ei,  to 
of  issue  of  a  peison,  (whether  taking  a  preceding  estate,  §^^®J  ^^^ 
or  not,)  within  the  limits  prescribed  by  the  Rule  for  the 
prevention  of  Perpetuities,  where  the  person,  the  failure 
of  whose  issue  is  to  g^ve  effect  to  the  devise,  is  in  esse  at  the 
death  of  the  testator;  whereas,  formerly,  (as  we  have  before 
seen,)  the  inevitable  &te  of  such  limitations  (unless  the 
failure  of  issue  was  confined  to  the  death  of  the  ancestor,  or 
unless  the  case  was  such,  as  to  admit  of  the  implication 
of  an  estate-tail  in  him,)  was,  their  invalidity  on  the  ground 
of  remoteness. 

With  reference,  indeed,  to  the  qualification,  that  the  Bnttbeperaoo, 

peTBon,  on  the  contingency  of  whose  death  without  issue,  the  to  fail,  miift  be 

devise  is  to  operate,  must  be  in  existence  at  the  death  of  the  of  t^^o^^**^ 

testator,  a  late  writer  (t^)  has  advanced  the  position,  that  the 

Role  against  Perpetuities  will  not  be  violated,  if  the  ancestor 

be  existing  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  or  necessarily  come  in 

ease  within  iwenty'^one  years  afterwards.     In  laying  down 

such  a  doctrine,  it  is  submitted,  that  the  learned  gentleman 

has  overlooked  the  terms  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities, 

which  are,  that  executory  estates  must  be  so  limited,  as  to 

take  effect,  if  at  all,  within  the  period  of  a  life  or  lives 

tn  heing^  and  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  afterwards,  with 

the  superadded  months,  allowed  in  case  of  in&ncy :  the 

term  of  twenty-one  years  cannot,  it  is  conceived,  be  taken, 

*»  the  first  instance^  as  a  period,  within  which  the  life 

<t  lives,  constituting  the  main  term  of  suspense,  may  come 

*A  esse.    If  the  lives  are  in  existence,  then,  indeed,  it  matters 

^^  whether  the  term  of  twenty-one  years  precede  or  follow 

(v)  I  Jam.  WiUs»  498. 
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[chap.  ZV. 


Noertate-tail 
dui  be  raised 
by  implication 
under  new 
nde ;  and 
ttlteriorgift, 
therefore,  in- 
destructible. 


finactment 
does  not 
extend  to 


the  livee ;  for  though  the  duration  of  the  period  of  contin- 
gency,  in  each  case,  may  not,  in  the  end,  perfectly  coincide ; 
in  neither,  will  that  period  exceed  lives  in  being  and  twenty- 
one  yeaiB.  Moreover,  it  would  be  difficult  to  predicate  of 
any  person^  not  in  rerum  naiurd,  that  he  will  necessarUy 
come  in  e««0,  within  any  specified  period,  as  required  by  the 
terms  of  the  position  alluded  to ;  and  unless  it  be  a  matter  of 
certainty t  that  the  contingent  event  will  happen,  if  at  all, 
within  the  period  fixed  by  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  we 
know,  that  the  limitation  depending  upon  it  is  void* 

9.  A  fiirther  consequence  of  the  new  mode  of  construc- 
tion is,  that,  whereas,  under  the  former  rule,  in  all  cases 
which  admit  of  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  implication 
of  estates-tail,  (namely,  where  the  person,  whose  issue  is 
referred  to,  takes  some  estate  under  the  will,  or,  if  he  take 
no  estate,  where  he,  or  the  devisee,  fills  the  character  of  heir- 
at-law  of  the  testator,)  the  executory  limitation  (in  its  cha- 
racter of  a  remainder,)  is  liable  to  destruction  by  the  tenant 
in  tail,  such  limitation,  under  the  new  mode  of  construction, 
is  (with  the  exception  next  noticed)  exempted  fix>m  that  or  any 
nmilar  liability,  by  reason  of  its  taking  efiect,  as  an  Executory 
devise  limited  upon  a  preceding  fee-simple.  With  respect, 
indeed,  to  the  case  of  the  devise  of  an  express  life-estate,  with 
a  limitation,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life 
without  issue,  as  the  executory  limitation,  under  the  new 
mode  of  construction,  takes  place  as  a  contingent  remainder, 
it  is,  of  course,  liable  to  be  defeated  by  any  of  those  acts  of 
the  devisee  icx  life,  which  usually  occasion  the  destruction  of 
contingent  xemamders.  And  as  the  altered  construction,  by 
precluding,  and  preventing  the  necessity  of,  the  implication 
of  estates-tail,  preserves  the  executory  limitation  fi:om  the 
destructibili^  consequent  thereupon,  so  does  it  render  the 
estate  of  the  first  taker  absolute,  in  the  alternative  event,  of 
his  dying,  leaving  a  child,  or  other  issue,  behind  him. 

10.  One  species  of  limitation  must  be  noticed,  which 
is,  obviously,  without  the  purview  of  the  recent  enactment ; 
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msy  a  derise  upon  the  fidlure  of  issue  of  a  person  de^  limiutioiiBp  on 

fatlure  of 

ceased.     The  antecedent  death  of  the  ancestor  referred  to  ssiae  of  a|wr. 

ioifaids  the  application  of  the  newly-enacted  rule  of  con-  '^  <'«caapii. 

stradion,  in  soch  a  case,  because  a  oontnuy  notion  induces 

the  abamd  consequence,  of  the  testator  being  made  to  speak 

of  an  event»  as  contingent  and  fiitnrely,  the  lu^ypening 

or  not  happening  of  which  would,  by  the  construction  in 

question,  haTe  been  previously  ascertained.     In  the  case 

supposed,  therefore,  if  no  estate  be  ^ven  to,  or  be  already 

Tested  in,  the  issue  of  the  deceased  ancestor,  the  devise  will 

be  void,  as  being  to  take  effect  upon  too  remote  an  event, 

sts.,  a  general  or  indefinite  &ilure  of  issue. 

11.  By  the  express  provision  of  the  statute,  the  rule  of  The  exception 
ooDstmction  fixed  by  it  is  not  to  extend  to  cases^  where  derbesoii 
a  contrary  intention  appears  by  the  will,  by  reason  of  the  of  a^non"^ 
penon,  the  fiulure  of  whose  issue  is  in  question,  having  J|[^^^ 
^  prior  estaie'iaUt  or  i£  9^  preceding  gifi  being,  without  any  and  to  what 
implicatioa  arnng  firom  the  words  referring  to  the  failure,  a  tenda. 
Umiiatian  of  an  e»iaie'4ail  to  such  perwn,  or  issue,  or 
odierwise. 

Upon  the  construction  of  the  first  part  of  this  exception, 
it  has  been  thought,  by  a  late  writer,  (to)  that  the  words, 
''sudi  person  having  a  prior  estate-tail,"  must  be  under- 
stood, as  teSernDg  to  the  case  of  a  testator  having  a  r^fnotn- 
der  or  reversion,  expectant  on  an  estate^aU  created  bg 
a  pretfious  mil  or  setiiement,  notwithstanding  the  express 
requirement,  that  the  'f  contraiy  intention  shall  appear  hg 
ikewiU;^  and  this  view  is  supported  by  the  argument,  that  a 
different  reading  of  this  port  of  the  exception  would  have  the 
effect  of  rendering  nugatoiy  the  second  branch  of  it,  viz., 
that  which  refers  to  '^  a  preceding  gift  being,  without  any 
impGcadon,  &c.,  a  limitation  of  an  estate-taiL"  It  is  con- 
ceived, however,  that  this  exception  is  susceptible  of  an  in- 
terpretation, affixing  a  definite  meaning  to  each  branch  of 

(v)  Prior  on  <«  Imiw/'  190. 
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Uf  and,  at  the  same  tiine,  not  sacrificinff  the  express  pro' 
vision,  that  the  oontraiy  intention  should  appear  bg  the  wHL 
It  should  seem,  that  the  wotds,  **  prior  eatate-tail,"  refer  to 
the  limitation  of  an  estate-tail  in  the  usual  direet  mode,  (as, 
to  A.,  and  the  hein  of  his  body,)  and,  those  immediately 
following,  to  a  gift  which  has  the  effect  of  raising  an  estate- 
tail,  under  the  Bule  in  SheUey's  case,  by  reason  o^  *'  heirs  of 
the  body,  and,  issue,"  and,  ^  children,"  operating  as  words 
of  limitation,  diough  occurring  in  a  gift  by  way  o^  and 
intended  to  take  efiect  as  a,  remainder  after  a  life-estate 
in  the  parent  or  ancestor,  (x)  It  is  true,  in  both  these 
cases,  an  estate-tail  is  created,  but  the  difierent  mode  and 
principles  of  operation  of  the  respective  gpfts  satisfies  the  ex- 
pressions in  the  enactment  alluded  to,  and  renders  it 
perfecdy  unnecessary,  to  suppose,  tiiat  the  exception  referred 
to  an  estate-tail,  created  otherwise  than  by  the  will  itael£ 
Doubtiess,  an  indefinite  construction  of  words,  referring 
to  the  failure  of  issue  of  a  person,  who  has  an  estate-tail  in 
the  property,  is  more  convenient,  and  better  adapted  to  the 
state  of  the  title;  but  the  Legislature  has  not  seen  fit, 
to  make  any  express  exception,  in  fevor  of  such  a  case,  fit>m 
the  general  rule  of  construction  fixed  by  the  act  in  question. 
Nor  is  it  necessary,  that  the  failure  should  be  general,  in 
order  that  the  devise  may  take  effect  as  a  disposition  of  the 
reversion  ;  although,  undoubtedly,  that  devise  will  be  depen- 
dent on  the  death  of  the  tenant  in  tail  without  leaving  issue 
living  at  that  time,  and  will  not,  therefore,  take  effect,  on  a 
subsequent  extinction  of  bis  issue. 
The  other  12.   There  is,  also,  another  exception,  firom  the  rule  of 

exception,  of 

(«)  It  is  imneoessary  here  to  enter  Yentores  to  conceiye,  that  the  autho- 

into  the  question  raised  by  Mr.  Prior,  rities  and  prindplea,  cited  and  ad- 

in  his  Treatise  on  **  Isso^,**  (pp.  191  daoed  in  Mr.  JarmoM^  Treatise  on 

^195,)  whether,  under  a  limitation  VTills,  (vol  2,  pp.  335^353.)  (nmish 

to  A.  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  a  oondosive  answer,  in  favor  of  the 

to  his  issue,  and  their  heirs,  or  to  them,  affirmative  of  that  propoahion.    See, 

as  tenants  in  common,  ttUkoui  any  especially,    TaU  v.  Cbrktf  1  Beav. 

gift'Over,  tmfaUure  ofiuue  of  A.,  he  100. 
will  take  an  estate-tail ;  but  the  writer 
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construction  pcescribed  by  the  act,  of  cases,  where  the  words;  d«^nfM  refer* 

ring  to  feuiire 

denoting  fiulure  of  issue,  import,  if  no  issue  described  in  a  of  isiue  entitled 
preceding  gift  shall  be  bom,  or,  if  there  shall  be  no  issue,  who  ^^^j^ 
shall  live  to  attain  the  age,  or  otherwise  answer  the  descrip-  *'dJ^^f^!L^ 


tion,required,ibrobtainingave8ted estate, byaprecedinggift  docrtneof 
to  such  issue.  This  exception  manifestly  takes  out  of  the  ope-  OTnttrndion- 
ration  of  the  act,  all  limitations  embraced  hy  the  doctrine  of 
referential  construction,  conridered  in  our  last  Subdivision. 

When,  however,  it  is  settled,  in  regard  to  any  particular 
limitation  on   fiiilure  of  issue,   that  it  is  not  exclusively 
referrible  to  children  or  issue  taking  under  a  preceding 
giftf  the  statute  immediately  effects  a  change  in  the  con- 
struction of  the  limitations.     In  the  first  place,  it  will  be 
impossible  to  raise  an  estate^tail  in  remainder,  by  impli- 
catioQ,  in   the  parent,  expectant  on  the  interests  of  the 
class  of  issue  taking  under  the  previous  gift,  whether  in 
tail  or  for  life,  according  to  the  rule  establishedi  (as  we  have 
seen)  (y)  with  respect  to  limitations  not  governed  by  the 
recent  enactment     And,  in  addition  to  this,  if  the  estates 
limited  to  the  children  or  other  issue  be,  in  fee,  the  effect 
will  be,  to  render  those  estates,  defeasible  on  the  death  of 
the  parent,  without  leaving  issue  living  at  that  time. 

Where  the  children  or  issue  take  estates-tail,  they  will  not, 
of  coone,  be  liable  to  any  such  forcible  determination,  since 
their  very  continuance,  at  and  after  the  death  of  the  parent, 
decides,  that  the  limitation-over  cannot  take  effect  But  it 
Aoold  seem,  that  the  restricted  construction  will  not  obtain, 
when  the  issue  take  estates-tail,  as,  in  that  case,  the  limita- 
tions fill!  within  the  previous  exception  in  the  act,  which 
provides  for  a  preceding  gift  being,  a  **  limitation  of  an 
C8tate*tail  to  such  person,  or  issue/*  It  may  be  doubted, 
howerer,  whether  this  exception  meets  the  case  of  children 
only,  as  contra-distinguished  fi'om  issue,  taking  estate&-tail : 
no  words  occur  in  the  preceding  part  of  the  section,  tending 


302  UUITATION8  OP.BBALTT  [CHAP.  XV. 

to  pve,  ^iflBue,'*  other  than  its  usual  unooDfined  signifi- 
cation ;  and  it  seems  difficult  to  constiue  the  same  woid  in 
two  di£ferent  senses :  it,  therefore,  it  cannot  be  held  to 
mean,  **  diildren,^  simply,  limitations  on  fidlore  of  iaue, 
after  a  giSt  to  ekUdreth  '^  tail,  will  be  within  the  rule  of  con* 
struction  prescribed  by  the  statute. 

Again,  if  the  estates  limited  to  the  children  he,  for  lift 
only,  there  will  be  no  premature  determination  of  them,  by 
reason  of  the  restricted  construction  established  by  the  new 
law,  for  those  estates  must  have  expired  at  the  death  of  the 
parent,  or  the  ulterior  gift  necessarily  fiuls. 

These  considerations  supply  strong  ground  for  adhmmg 
sirieUg  to  those  cases,  which  establish  the  referential  con- 
struction ;  and,  it  may  be  added,  will  induoe  the  Courts  to 
extend  favor  to  that  construction,  as  the  most  efiectual  mode 
of  giving  effect  to  all  the  limitations  (as  operated  upon  by 
the  recent  enactment)  (z). 

Finally,  it  is  to  be  observed,  in  reference  to  limitations  on 
a  dying  without  issue,  afi;er  an  express  gift  to  children  or  issue, 
that  the  new  mode  of  construction  establishes  the  vaUdiig  of 
the  ulierior  gift,  in  those  cases,  where  it  cannot  be  deemed 
simply  referential  to  the  preceding  limitations,  and  where, 
also,  (as  a  consequence  of  the  altered  construction)  no  es- 
tate-tail can  be  raised,  by  implication,  in  the  parent  The 
fidlure  of  issue  being,  in  such  cases,  restricted  to  die  time  of 
the  parent's  or  ancestor's  death,  no  objection  to  the  g^ft-over 
can  arise,  on  the  ground  of  remoteness ;  though,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  will  fail,  if  the  first  taker  leave  any  issue  sur- 
viving him. 

General  Thus,  have    we  considered,  the   general  bearing  and 

jj^'^o'^  ••  operation  of  the  recent  enactment,  in  regard  to  devises,  to 
26,  and  sub-  take  effect  after  a  dying  without  issue.  It  will  be  observed, 
ffoinff  Sub-       the  rule  of  construction  substituted  by  the  new  law,  for  that 


ions. 


(r)  See  2  Jarm.  Wills,  415,  41S. 
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which  pieviouBly  obtained,  will,  in  the  ooiixBe  of  time, 
i^more  many  of  those  questions^  which  occupied  our  atten- 
tion in  the  earlier  part  of  this  Chapter,  in  reference  to  the 
consdmctioti  of  words  importing  ^  fisdlare  of  issue,  and  to 
the  exceptions  from  the  general  rule,  invalidating  limita- 
lions,  to  take  eSect  upon  such  a  fiiilure.  (a)  The  recurrence 
of  these  questions,  however,  will  not  be  wholly  prevented, 
even  when  the  (not  very  proximate)  period  shall  have 
arrived,  that  the  new  law  will  be  operative  in  regard  to 
every  will  requiring  interpretation.  The  occasional  mani- 
feststion  (sometimes  imperfect)  by  a  testator,  of  an  intention, 
to  oae  words,  importing  a  feilnre  of  issue,  in  the  former  un- 
confined  sense,  and  the  occurrence  of  cases,  expressly 
excepted  fimn  the  operation  of  the  recent  act,  or  not 
embraced  by  its  provisions,  (i)  together  with  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  old  rule  of  construction,  in  regard  to  limi- 
tations in  deeds,  will  frequently  call  for  the  consideration 
of  qoestions,  similar  to,  or,  even,  identical  with,  those,  which 
have  heretofore  proved  the  fruitful  source  of  doubt  and 
nncertainty,  in  connexion  with  the  general  subject  of  limi- 
tations, to  take  eflect  after  or  upon  a  failure  of  issue.  The 
view,  therefore,  here  presented,  of  the  principles  of  law 
qiplicable,  in  regard  to  limitations  in  deeds  and  wills,  prior 
to  the  recent  statute,  1  Vict  &  26,  and  of  the  alterations 
introduced  by  that  statute,  as  to  wiUs  executed  or  repub- 
lished, subeequently  to  the  year  1837,  will  not,  it  is  sup- 
posed, prove  either  uninteresting  or  unnecessary. 

(a)  Tlw  tlufd  exoeptUm  (oadt  m-  the  exhibitioik  by  a  testator  of  a  "  con- 
pro,  p.  267J  will  not,  howefer,  it  b  trvy  intention,**  will  pment  a  wide 
obrioQg,  be  aA^eted  by  the  new  rale  Seld  of  diBcnsiion,  to  wbich  autborita- 
ofeoitructkm,  tive  deciaon  alone  will  enable  nt  to 

(h)  Tbe   words,  **  or  otberwise,**  affix  bounds, 
contained  m  tbe  act,  in  reference  to 
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lanuUtioiis 
a  dying  with- 
out **  Dein  of 
the  bod  J.*' 


DiinBroDoe 
between  ex« 
presnonSy 
'*  heirs  of  the 
body,*'  and. 


It  will  have  been  observed,  that,  throughout  all  the 
preceding  Subdivisions,  the  expressions,  to  which  our  in- 
quiries have  had  reference,  have  been,  ''in  defiuilt  of 
issue/*  and,  **  in  de&ult  of  children^  as  distinguished  from 
the  expression,  **  in  default  of  heirs  of  the  body^  whose 
general  purport,  though  similar  to  that  of  the  phrases  just 
mentioned,  has  (on  account  of  the  infiequency  of  its  actual 
occurrence)  been  exempt  from  those  questions,  as  to  the 
influence  of  particular  circumstances  and  modes  of  gift, 
which,  as  we  have  seen,  form  so  laige  a  portion  of  the 
subjects  of  judicial  discussion  and  investigation,  upon  the 
meaning  and  operation  of  limitations,  on  a  fidlure  of  iseue 
or  children. 

The  words,  '*  in  de&ult  of  issue,"  are,  obviously,  more 
popular,  or  more  easily  understood,  than,  ''  in  defiuilt  of 
heirs  of  the  body."  The  latter  words  are  entirely  technical, 
and  their  origin  is  peculiarly  legal ;  while,  on  the  other  hand, 
''  failure"  or  **  want  of  issue,"  is  a  term,  which  immediately 
suggests  itself  to  persons,  unaccustomed  to  the  precise 
phraseology  of  the  law.  (c)  As  a  consequence  of  this,  the 
expression  in  question  is  seldom  found  in  the  dispositions, 
which  call  for  judicial  construction  on  account  of  their 
informal  and  untechnical  character.  If  there  be  no  expiesB 
fpSt  to  heira  of  the  body  or  issue,  the  terms  naturally  used, 
to  make  a  gift  dependent  on  the  extinction  of  the  whole 
line  of  descendants  of  a  person,  are,  ''if  he  die  without 
issue ;"  while,  if  there  he  such  a  previous  limitation,  but  ex- 
tending only  to  a  particular  class  of  issue,  the  same  phrase  is, 
also,  of  more  probable  occurrence,  whether  it  be  intended 
to  be  strictly  referential  to  the  prior  gift,  or  not 

In  the  case  of  eaqtreu  limitations  to  the  descendants 
of  a  prior  tenant  for  life,  it  is  undeniable,  that  the  words, 
"  heirs  of  the  body,"  are  of  superior  force,  (as  embracing 
issue,  indefinitely,)   to  the    word,  "  issue,"   under  similar 


(c)  See  Prior  on  «  brae,**  39, 30. 
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dicumstances,  and  they  will,  consequently,  retain  this 
indefinite  signification,  in  cases,  where,  '*  issue,"  would  be 
construed  as  a  word  descriptive  of  particular  objects,  to 
take  by  purchase,  (c/)  *' Heirs  of  the  body"  are,  in  (act, 
proprio  vigore,  words,  referrible  to  the  whole  line  of  de- 
scendants of  a  person,  while,  "  issue,"  though,  primarily,  of 
similar  import,  is,  yet,  in  itself  ambiguous  and  less  deter- 
minate, as  not  having  any  proper  or  necessaiy  legal  signi- 
fication. 

But  the  question,  whether,  "  heirs  of  the  body,"  in  the  Whrther  theM 
case  of  an  express  gift,  operate  as  words  of  limitation,  or  reiitforce,wlieii 
not,  is  wholly  distinct  firom,  or,  at  least,  does  not  necessarily  ^£^^nS^ffie 


involve,   that  with  which  we   are    here   concerned,   viz,,  onanexprew 

.  gift  to  the 

whether,  in  any  particular  case,  the  words,  **  in  de&ult  of  descendants, 
heirs  of  the  body,"  occurring  in  a  gift-over,  either  preceded  alh^ul^-'^ 
.or  not  preceded  by  an  express  gift  to  heirs  of  the  body  or  ^^'^' 
issue,  refer  to  an  indefinite  &ilure  of  the  heirs  special,  or  to 
such  a  failure,  at  the  death  of  the  ancestor ;  or,  how  far,  if 
preceded  by  an  express  gift  to  heirs  of  the  body  or  issue, 
the  words  in  question  can  be  construed  as  referential  to 
the  objects  of  such  preceding  limitation.  In  these  cases^ 
there  is  no  question,  even  when  the  word,  ^*  issue,"  is  used^ 
that  descendants  of  any  degree  are  contemplated  by  the 
contingency ;  only  the  period  of  atcertaining  that  failure 
beiiig  in  doubt.  No  infiingement  of  the  technical  force  of 
the  wordsy  "  heirs  of  the  body,"  ensues  from  an  interpre- 
tation, giving  to  particular  circumstances^  the  effect,  of 
limiting  the  period  at  which  the  failure  of  issue  is  to  take 
place.  Nor  is  there  any  distinction  whatever  in  the  re- 
lative force  of  the  terms,  ^*  heirs  of  the  body,"  and,  '^  issue,'' 
in  cases,  where  it  is  not  possible  for  either  to  operate  as  a 
word  or  words  of  purchase ;  and  it  may,  therefore,  be  jusdy 
conceived,  that  in  regard  to  any  ^iven  case  of  a  limitation 

(if)  See  this  doctrine  forcibly  iU      &  Coll.  589.  See  also  2  Jann.  Wills, 
lustrated  and  obsenred  upon,  in  the      330  n.,  347. 
jodgoiest  in  Lu$  ▼.  Motley,  1  You. 
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on  failure  of  heirs  of  the  body,  a  construction  will  hold^ 
similar  to  that  which  obtains  under  the  like  circumstanoeSy 
when  the  word,  '*  issue/  is  used. 

We  may,  consequently,  dismiss  the  particular  mention  of 

limitations  on   failure  of  heirs  of  the  body,  with  a  few 

general  observations,  in  conformity  with  the  sentiments 

above  expressed. 

Same  rple  as         There  is,  of  couise,  no  question,  that,  under  a  limitation 

of  ^tes-tail,    ^^  ^-9  ^^^  ^^  hcirs,  or  to  A.,  for  life,  and  in  the  event  of 

as  when  •«  is-     jj^g  death  without  heirs  of  his  body,  over,  the  same  raodifica- 

sne  **  IS  used.  "^ '  ' 

tion  or  enlai^gement  (as  the  case  may  be)  of  A.'8  estate  takes 
place,  as  in  the  case  of  a  similar  gifl,  the  word,  **  issue," 
being  used,  instead  of,  **  heirs  of  the  body,**  viz.^  the  vesting 
of  an  estate^tail  in  A.,  with  a  remainder  expectant  thereon, 
to  the  ulterior  taker :  and  this,  also,  upon  the  same  princi- 
ples, which  are,  that,  in  the  one  case,  the  author  of  the  gifl 
shows,  that  by,  **  heirs,"  in  the  first  limitation,  heirs  procre- 
ated of  a  particular  body  were  intended,  and^  in  the  other, 
that  by  the  evident  intention,  not  to  give  the  proper^  over 
until  a  failure  of  all  the  descendants  of  the  tenant  for  life,  a 
remainder  in  tail  is  raised  in  the  issue,  which  unites  with 
the  prior  life-estate,  under  the  Rule  in  SheUey*a  case.  It 
may  also  be  averred,  that  all  the  other  rules  and  distinctioDs, 
which  have  been,  at  the  commencement  of  this  Section, 
noticed,  in  regard  to  the  implication  or  non-implication  of 
estates-tail,  where  the  contingencies  contemplated  a  fidlure 
of  issuey  are  of  equal  applicability  to  gifb  afiected  by  limi- 
tations-over, on  default  ofhein  of  the  body. 
Vmt^tArt'  As  regards  the  force  of  expressions  and  circumstances, 

sions  and  cir-  accompanying  or  extrinsic  to  limitations  on  a  dying  without 
aSoAe Mm  "^^^^  special,  to  restrict  that  failure  to  the  decease  of  the 
ancestor,  the  authorities  do  not  enable  us  to  speak  with  any 
greater  degree  of  certainty  or  precision,  than  was  found 
attainable,  in  respect  to  limitations  on  a  de&ult  of  issue. 
Indeed,  as  has  been  before  hinted,  even  that  which  is  attain- 
able is  supported  only  by  the  analogy,  deduciUe  fiom  the 
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roles  laid  down  upon  the  more-frequently-occurring  cases 
of  gifb  on  a  dying  without  issue,  {e)  This  analogy  is,  how- 
ever, it  is  submitted,  perfectly  free  from  objection ;  although, 
certainly,  (and  it  is  a  curious  circumstance)  the  point  has 
Dot  engaged  the  attention  of  those  text-vrnters,  who  have 
enlightened  the  Profession  with  their  laborious  and  learned 
researches  on  this  branch  of  our  law.  (/) 

Nor  does  it  seem,  that  the  variation  of  the  terms  of  refer*  And,  likewise, 
ence  to  the  line  of  descendants  occasions  any  difference  in  of  u^^^^of 
the  development  of  the  exception  to  the  rule,  invalidating  TeremoM. 
gifls  on  a  general  de&ult  of  heirs  special,  founded  on  the 
circumstance,  of  the  author  of  the  limitations  being  a  testator 
possessed  of  a  reversion  or  remainder  expectant  on  sub- 
sisting estates- taiL     The  nature  of  the  other  two  exceptions, 
formerly  noticed,  clearly  does  not  admit  of  any  question 
upon  this  head,  as  respects  them. 

It  is  difficult,  moreover,  to  discover  any  valid  ground  of  And,  also,  the 
distinction,  between  gifts-over  on  failure  o(  heirs  of  the  body 9  ^  Referential 
and  on  failure  of  iuue^  in  reference  to  the  operation  of  the  con*'™^***"- 
referential  oonstrucdon,  the  consideration  of  which  occupied 
oar  third  Subdivision.     The  argument,   it  is  obvious,  is 
equally  strong  in  both  cases, — ^that  a  person,  in  limiting  pro- 
perty to  heirs  of  the  body,  or  issue,  or  children,  or  to  a  class 


(«)   la    reference   to    one    claw  cAoiys^anMi^iiioiwy,  in  the  ease 

oC  Testrictnre    expressions   formeriy  of  Dmm  d.  Cfttrimg  t.  <S%ailon,  Cowp. 

aodeed,  (ottfe  9mpra,  p.  234,  <f  aeg.,)  410. 

it  may  here  be  obseired,  that  there  </)  See  those  excellent  specimens 

are  several  cases,  in  which  the  words,  of  the  combination  of  eloquence  of 

after  his  decease,*'  ooeonring  in  a  thooght  and  diction,  with  acuteness 


<4 


r,  after  an  express  limitation  and  accnracj  in   the  dedoction  and 

to  heirs  of  the  body,  have  been  denied,  inculcation  of  principles,    previously 

any  controlling   influence   upon  the  entombed  in  scattered  and  apparently 

prerioas  gift  to  the  heirs  special.  See  irreeoncileable  dicta  and  decisions,— ^ 

JUJdm  ▼.  AOdnt,  Cro.  Ells.   248;  Mr.  Ayes' Inquiry,  &a.  and  his  Prin* 

i>Md.  CoU  V.  GcUtmiih,  7  Taunt  dples,  &c     See  also  Mr.  Jamum'u 

209 ;  2  Marsh.  5 17.     And  a  similar  Treatiso  on  WQIs,  vol.  2,  c.  c.  37—40. 
doetrine  was  hM  m  reference  to  the 

X  2 


308  UM1TATION8  OF   RSALTT  [CHAP.  XV. 

of  heirs  of  the  body  or  issue,  with  a  subsequent  ^ft-over,  on 
a  default  of  heirs  of  the  body  or  issue,  intended  the  ulterior 
limitation  to  take  effect,  on  fiiilure  of  the  objectd  of  the 
preceding  gift:  and  it  seems  as  clear,  that  on  whatever 
ground  this  referential  construction  is  rebutted  or  denied, 
when  the  word, ''  issue,**  occurs  in  the  limitation-over,  the 
same  objection  must  e^t  to  the  extension  of  that  doctrine 
to  a  similar  case,  where  the  line  of  descendants  is  referred 
to  under  the  description  of,  '*  heirs  of  the  body.** 
1  Vict.  c.  26,        Finally,  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  the  recent  enactment 

does  not  ex-  •' '  ' 

tend  to  limita-  of  a  new  rule  of  construction  in  cases,  where  the  gifts 

tions  on  failure    ,  ,  ^  .,  -.  .  a      j    -.    r     •*  *• 

of"  heirsof  the  depend  on  a  failure  of  issue,  m  no  way  extends  to  limitations 
^^^•"  on  a  *'  default  of  heirs  of  the  body,"  which,  as  well,  there- 

fore, in  regard  to  wills,  as  to  deeds,  will  continue  to  be 
governed  by  the  same  rules  of  construction,  as  those,  either 
upon  authority  or  by  analogy,  appUcaUe  to  them,  previous 
to  the  establishment  of  the  new  principle  of  interpretation. 
General  re*  These  positions^,  in  reference  to  gifts  on  a  dying  without 

weight  due  to  '^^^^  ^^  ^^^  body,  (with  the  exception  of  the  last)  are 
these  positions,  advanced,  rather  as  suggestions,  sustainable  by  reasoning 

and  analogy,  than  as  doctrines,  bearing  the  impress  of  ex- 
press adjudication.  At  the  same  time,  it  is  clear,  the  only 
doubt  that  can  attach  to  their  accuracy  arises  from  the  cir- 
cumstance, of,  **  heirs  of  the  body,"  being  words,  which,  tuis 
viribus,  embrace  the  entire  line  of  descendants,  as  contra- 
distinguished from,  ''issue,"  which  has  no  such  necessaiy 
import  It  is  conceived,  however,  that  satisfactory  grounds 
have  been  assigned,  to  prove  the  inapplicability  of  this  cir- 
cumstance, to  the  class  of  cases  here  brought  under  notice, 
and  in  reference  to  whidi  alone,  any  question  of  remoteness 
can  arise. 
GiftM>Ter  in  It  may  here  be  observed,  in  connexion  with  this  suoject, 

of*«heiramale,'*  ^^t  a  gift-over  in  wills,  on  failure  of ''heirs  male,"  has  been 
uStod'on  de°  Construed,  as  similar  to  a  limitation  on  a  dying  without  heirs 
'fA ^'^^^^   ®^  ^®  body,  so  far  as  respects  the  controlling  the  word^ 
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"  beire,**  in  a  prior  gift ;  (ff)  and  so,  doubtless,  would  any 
analogous  expressions,  tending  to  show,  that  a  class  of  heirs, 
less  extensive  than  heirs  general,  was  intended.  (A) 


Section  IL 

Springing  and  Shifting  Uses  and  Execuiary  Devisei,  to  take 
effect  on  the  death  of  a  person  without  heirs. 

Another  class  of  limitations  applicable  to  real  estate, 
similar  to  those  forming  the  subject  of  consideration  in  the 
last  Section,  is  that  of  limitations,  to  take  effect  after  the 
death  of  a  person  without  heirs. 

As  r^ards  the  indefinUeness  of  the  contingency,  it  is  evi-  Contingency  of 
dent,  that  it  closely  resembles  a  limitation  upon  a  general  t^!a!!^°Aet7v 
fiiilare  ci  issue  ;  the  legal  construction  of  the  event  of  a  dying  <^  ^  "*^ 
without  heirs,  being,  the  death  of  the  person  named,  and  remoteness,  as 
the  fiulure  or  extinction  of  his  line  of  heirs,  (lineal  and  coUa-  without  tMnc. 
tend)  whenever  it  may  happen.     And  that  extinction,  thus 
general  and  unconfined,  is  necessarily  too  remote  an  event, 
on  which  to  limit  an  interest  in  real  property,  when  tested 
by  the  Rule  for  the  prevention  of  Perpetuities,  (t)    For  al- 
though it  be  possible^  that  the  person  named  may  die,  and  a 
fiulure  of  his  heirs  happen,  within  the  period  of  time  pre- 
scribed by  the  Rule,  yet,  as  we  have  seen,  such  potentiaj 
albeit  propinquisnmay  will  not  satisfy  the  terms  of  the  Rule, 
any  more  than  would,  potentia  remotissima.     But  the  limi-  vHiether  the 
tation  in  question  would  formerly  have  been  void,  not  only  ^^^JJl]^ 
as  expressed  to  take  effect  on  too  remote  an  event;  but,also,  presuming  the 

failure  of  m 
person's  heirit 

(S)  mmxkm  ▼.  StoM,  3  Mod.  123.  (t)  GriJfUhi  v.  Grieve,   1  Jac.  &  thisdajT^  ^ 

Zkmmd.  SlaUrr.  Slater,  ST. R.^35.       W.  31. 
(A)  2  Jarm.  Wills,  233. 
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becaufie  the  extinction  of  the  general  line  of  hein  of  a  per- 
son was  not  such  an  event,  as  the  law  would  jHesame,  o^ 
take  notice  o£  This  was  an  old  legal  notion,  which  pre- 
▼idled  prior  to  the  existence  of  any  definite  rule,  in  r^ard 
to  the  remoteness  of  limitations,  as  being  akin  to  the  ancient 
but  now  exploded  doctrine,  as  to  a  pouibility  upon  a  passi- 
bility.  A  fee-simple  inheritance,  in  the  eye  of  the  law, 
endures  for  ever,  and  any  limitation  after  a  fee-simple  was 
void  at  the  Common  law,  prior  to  the  establishment  of 
Shifting  Uses,  and  Executory  devises.  But,  independently 
of  that  technical  rule,  the  contingency  in  the  limitation  in 
question  was  such  as  the  law  would  not  expect  Whether 
this  notion  would  now  be  of  any  avail  against  the  validity 
of  a  limitation,  to  take  effect  after  a  dying  without  heirs, 
irrespective  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  it  is  difficult  to 
say ;  although  it  seems  clear,  that  the  force  of  the  doctrine 
is  seriously  diminished,  if  an  extinction  of  heirs,  to  happen 
within  the  period  of  perpetuity,  be  so  far  presumable,  as  to 
admit  of  a  ftiture  estate  being  limited  to  arise  upon  it  The 
writer  is  not  aware  of  any  case,  in  which  the  validly  of  a 
limitation,  to  take  effect  on  a  restricted  fiulure  of  heirs,  has 
been  affirmed,  or  the  point  itself  at  all  discussed.  As  a 
question  of  remoteness,  it  is  cletu',  that  if  the  failure  be  con- 
fined to  a  period  within  the  limits  of  perpetuity,  the  event  is, 
so  farf  unobjectionable.  The  sole  remaining  question,  then, 
would  be,  whether  the  old  legal  doctrine,  of  the  nnpresum- 
ableness  of  a  general  extinction  of  heirs,  is,  at  the  present 
day,  entitled  to  any  weight  On  the  one  hand,  it  may  be 
uiged,  by  analogy  to  the  rule  which  obtains,  in  the  case  of 
a  limitation  after  a  restricted  fiulure  of  issuer  that  if  all  ob- 
jection on  the  score  of  remoteness  be  removed,  it  is  valid ; 
while,  on  the  other,  it  may  be  said,  that  the  ancient  doctrine, 
which  declares  die  event  of  an  extinction  of  the  line  of  heiis, 
not  to  be  such  as  the  law  can  expect,  or  take  notice  o^  loses 
none  of  its  force,  firom  the  mere  circumstance,  of  that  ex- 
tinction being  confined  to  happen  within  a  prescribed  period 
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of  time.  To  stiike  the  balance  between  these  considerationa^ 
seems  a  task  of  as  much  difficulty,  as  the  decision  of  the 
numerical  difl^nce  between  six  and  half^'dozen. 

But  although  a  limitation,  whether  by  way  of  devise  or 
use,  after  a  dying  without  heirs,  is,  in  general,  void ;  there 
are,  yet,  some  exceptions  to  this  rule,  which  shall  now  be 
shortly  noticed. 

In  the  first  place,  then,  let  us  suppose  the  case  of  an  estate  limitstion  on 
being  limited  by  twft  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  and  i^  or  when,  ^^^^" 
he  dies  without  heirs,  or  without  an  heir,  then  to  B.,  and  ^>n»  99^ 

w  hoii  uitenof 

his  heirs.     As  the  limitations  stand,  it  is  clear,  as  above  taker  in  line  of 
observed,  that  the  future  estate  limited  to  B.  is  void,  ah  f,^erfhisfee 
iniiio.     But  let  it  be  supposed,  that  B.,  the  person  to  whom  ^^^jj^'^ 
the  limitation-over  is  made,  is  a  relative  of,  and  capable  of  tail 
being  collateral  (it  would  be  absurd  to  assume  him  a  lineal) 
heur  to.  A.,  the  first  devisee.     Here,  it  is  manifest,  that 
either  nonsense  must  be  imputed  to  the  testator,  or  a  con- 
struction must  be  put  upon  the  word,  heirs,  short  of  or 
different  fix>m  its  proper  legal  signification.     If  the  words 
are  to  be  taken  in  their  ordinary  sense,  then,  the  testator 
must  be  understood  to  have  devised  the  proper^  to  a  per- 
son, and  a  certain  line  of  representatives  or  descendants  of 
such  person,  and  to  have,  further,  intended  it  to  go  over  on 
the  death  of  that  person,  and  the  extinction  of  his  line  of 
descendants^  to  an  individual  included  in  the  line,  and 
through  whom  the  property  either  has;,  or  must  be  presumed 
to  have,  passed,  before  the  event  happens,  on  which  the 
ulterior  limitation  in  fiivor  of  that  individual  can  possibly 
take  effect     That  such,  therefore,   cannot   be  the  inten- 
tion of  the  devisor,  is  certain,  unless  he  be  assumed  to 
have  defflgned  to  make  a  testamentary  disposition,  not  use- 
less and  incapable  of  taking  effect  only,  but  void  of  all  sense. 
To  render  the  limitations  consistent,  consequently,  the 
^opd, "  heirs,"  is  read  as,  "  heirs  of  the  body,"  and,  thus,  the 
prior  fee  is  abridged  into  an  estate -tail,  and  the  ulterior 
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limitation  takes  place  as  a  remainder  expectant  upon  it.  {k) 
Thus,  where  (/)  A.  devised  lands,  to  B.,  and  his  heirs,  and 
for  want  of  heirs  of  him,  to  D.,  who  was  a  near  relative  of 
B.|  it  was  adjudged,  an  estates-tail  only  in  B.,  because  he 
could  not  die  without  heirs,  so  long  as  D.,  or  any  of  his 
lineal  heirs,  existed.  So,  where  {m)  A.  devised  lands,  to  his 
wife,  for  life,  remainder,  to  his  son,  H.,  for  life,  remainder, 
to  his  son,  G.,  and  his  heirs  for  ever,  and  if  he  should  die 
without  heirs,  then,  to  the  testator's  two  daughters :  it  was 
adjudged,  that  G.  took  an  estate-tail ;  for  that  it  was  impos- 
sible, he  should  die  without  heirs,  whilst  his  sisters  were 
living ;  consequently,  the  testator  by,  heirs,  could  only  mean, 
heirs  of  the  body.  And  again,  in  a  more  recent  case,  (n)  a 
testator  devised  real  estate,  to  his  wife,  for  life,  remainder, 
to  his  son,  J.  P.,  and  his  heirs  for  ever,  and  if  it  should 
happen,  that  the  said  J.  P.  died  without  heirs,  the  testator 
gave  the  property,  to  his  daughter,  S.  P.,  and  her  heirs :  J. 
P.  died,  leaving  a  daughter,  who  died  unmarried.  It  was 
held,  that  the  heir  of  the  daughter,  S.  P.,  was  entitled  to 
recover  under  the  devise  to  her :  the  Court  said,  it  was  clear, 
that  the  testator  never  meant,  that  his  daughter  should  take, 
unless,  those  whom  he  calls,  the  heirs  of  his  son,  should  fail ; 
and  that,  as  the  next  limitation  was  to  his  daughter,  after  the 
failure  of  heirs  of  his  son,  it  was  clear,  that  he  meant  a  class 
of  heirs,  amongst  whom  the  daughter  could  not  be  enu- 
merated, for,  if  otherwise,  he  would  be  giving  a  remainder- 
over,  which  could  not  take  effect,  till  after  the  extinction  of 
the  person,  to  whom  it  was  given. 
Same  rule,  if        But,  Still  ftirther,  if  there  be  a  devise  of  land,  upon  fidlure 

ulterior  cift  be 

to  heirs  of  tes-  of  heirs  of  a  prior  devisee,  to  the  heirs  of  the  testator  himself, 

tBtor,  if  sadi 
hein  be  neces- 
sarily in  line  of        .V  «  -^  •*  -. 
heirship  to             (A)  F.  C  R.  466 ;  2  Prest.  Abst.       Talb.  1. 

flrst-^er.  151 ;  2  IVest.  Estates,  ch.  •<  Tail ;»  (»)   Doe  d.   Baiek   v    BImck,  6 

Burt  Elem.  Comp.  223.  Tsnnt.  464.     And  see  also  JbictT. 

(0  Pdrkerw,  Tluxeker,  3  Lev.  70.  Legg,  or  Ivta  v.  Legg^  9  Mod.  461 ; 

(»)    TyU  T.    f9im$»  Ca.    temp.  3  T.  R.  488. 
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and  8Qch  heirs  must  also  be  heirs  to  the  fini  devisee^  the 
wordy  **  heirs,"  in  the  first  devise,  will  be  constmed  to  mean, 
"  heirs  of  the  body,"^  in  the  same  manner,  as  if  the  olterior 
devise  had  been,  to  a  collatend  heir  of  the  first  devisee,  (o) 
As,  where  (p)  A.,  having  three  sons.  A.,  R,  and  C, 
devised  property,  to  his  second  son,  B.,  and  his  hein  for 
ever,  and  ybr  want  of  such  heirs,  then,  to  the  testator's  right 
heirs;  it  was  held,  that  although  the  devise  to  the  testators 
light  heirs  was  void,  inasmuch  as  (by  the  then  hiw)  such 
heiiB  must  be  in  (if  at  all)  by  descent,  yet  the  devise  was 
sufficient  to  manifest  the  testator^s  intent,  to  use  the  vroid, 
**  heiiB,"  in  the  sense  of,  *'  issue/*  and  to  aid  the  construction 
of  an  estate-taiL  In  the  argument,  the  case  of  the  plaintiff 
(claiming  as  heir  to  the  testator)  was  rested  upon  the  know- 
ledge, the  testatcNT  must  be  presumed  to  have  had,  that  his 
second  son,  B.,  could  not,  by  any  possibility,  die  vrithout 
heira^  so  long  as  his  father  had  any  other  issue,  who  would 
be  heir  to  him.  But  this  reasoning  fiiUs  short  of  the  rule 
estaUished  by  the  case.  The  testator  was  not  obliged 
to  assume,  that  he  would  have  any  other  issue  living  at  the 
decease  of  B.,  whose  existence  would  show,  in  what  sense  he 
used  the  word,  ^*  heirs,'*  in  the  devise  to  B. :  such  issue 
might,  or  might  not,  then  exist.  Moreover,  the  testator 
might  have  issue  by  a  different  marriage,  in  which  case, 
by  the  rules  of  inheritance  which  then  obtained,  the 
existence  of  issue  of  the  father  would  not  be  a  convertible 
proposition  for  the  existence  of  heirs  of  the  son.  But  it 
is  quite  dear,  the  reason  of  the  decision  had  no  necessary 
coanexion  with  the  contingency,  of  the  testator  having 
Uneal  heirs  alive  at  the  death  of  B.,  under  the  circumstances 
expressed  in  the  will.  All  the  collateral  heirs  of  the 
testator,  (brothers  and  uncles,  for  instance,)  who  would 
be  included  in  the  line  of  heirs  of  the  son,  and  during  whose 
existence,  therefore,  the  son  could  not  die  without  an  heir, 

(o)  F.  C.  R.  467. 

{p)  Nottingham  v.  Jennxng§,  1  P.  Wins.  23. 
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it  18  plain^  would  have  been  equally  entitled  to  reooYer,  had 
there  been  no  lineal  descendant  living,  upon  the  death 
of  B.,  the  son,  without  issue.  It  must  be  noted,  in  reference 
to  these  cases,  that  as  semi-kindred  are  now  entitled  to 
inherit,  it  would  seem,  that  the  two  lines  of  heirs  of 
the  father  and  son  are  co-extensive,  and  that  no  person  can 
be  inheritable,  as  included  in  the  one,  who  is  not,  at 
the  same  time,  necessarily  comprised  in  the  other. 
Difierenoe  in         It  follows,  from  the  preceding  observations,  that,  prior  to 
uta^  to  hidf-   the  new  Law  of  Inheritance,  (3  &  4  GuL  4,  c.  106,  s.  9,)  a 
lineal  na-^       limitation  to  the  half-brother  of  a  prior  taker,  on  fidlure  of 
r^'without    ^®™  ®^  ^^®  latter,  would  not  have  operated,  to  cut  down  the 
heirs,  before      fee-simple  first  devised,  to  an  estate-tiul,  (q)  because  the  law 
tate  3  &  4        regarded  a  half*brother  as  no  more  than  a  mere  stranger,  in 
4,  c  106.  j^gap^t  to  descents.     And,  in  all  cases,  where  the  testator 
died  previous  to  the  year,  1834  (r),  (the  period  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  operation  of  the  new  statute)  the  old 
rule  must  still  be  abided  by.     With  respect,  however,  to  aU 
devises,  by  testators  dying  subsequendy  to  the  year,  1833, 
the  effect  of  a  devise  to  the  half-brother  of  a  previous 
devisee,  on  the  death  of  the  latter  without  heirs,  will  be  the 
same,  with  that,  of  a  dmilar  devise  to  any  other  person  inhe- 


(q)  TObiay  Y.  BaHmi,  3  Atk.  617. 
Pruiim  d.  EapU  ▼.  FuntuB,  Willes, 
164.  Andteel  yet.tr.  89;2JwaL 
Willt,  238. 

(r)  It  It  difficult,  indeed,  to  ity, 
when  the  operation  of  the  new  Law  of 
Inheritance  commenced,  in  regard  to 
a  cate,  like  that  noticed  m  the  text 
By  the  11th  tection  of  3  &  4  GoL  4, 
c.  106,  it  it  provided,  that  the  act 
thai!  not  extend  "fo  tmjf  dueeiii, 
which  ihaB  take  place  on  the  death  of 
any  perton,  who  thall  die  before  the 
Itt  day  of  January,  1834.**  Now.  m 
the  case  tuppoied,  at  no  detcent  at  all 
taket  place,  it  teemt  difficult  to  ap- 
ply to  it  the  claute  in  quettion,  and, 
etpectally,  at  it  it  a  rutrUHve  claute, 


«.«.,  one  that  introdnoet  a  pnmtion  m 
contraTention  of  the  natural  opera- 
tion of  the  act,  which  it  fwirfiuii. 
Peihapt,  therefore,  if  there  ever  be 
oocanon  to  contider  the  question 
(which  it  not  probable,  at  there  wat 
only  four  montht'  interval  between  the 
patting  of  the  act,  and  the  1st  day  of 
January,  1834,)  it  may  be  ruled,  that, 
in  regard  to  a  cate,  in  whidi  noaetnal 
detcent  taket  place,  die  act  will  apply, 
if  the  deceated  perton  died  after  itt 
patting,  although  prior  to  the  period 
fixed  for  the  commenoement  of  its 
operation,  in  catet  where  there  m  an 
actual  detcent.  BQtteeaJarm.Willt, 
338,239. 
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ritable  to  the  first  devisee,  via.,  the  restrictioD  of  the  word, 
"  heixB,"  in  the  first  instance,  to  mean,  *'  heirs  of  the  body." 
And  80^  again,  with  reference  to  ancestors ;  who,  by  the  new 
law,  are  admitted  to  the  inheritance,  in  preference  to 
collateral  heirs  claiming  throng^  them :  a  gift  by  a  son,  to 
his  brother  and  his  heirs,  with  alimitation-oyer,  in  default  of 
such  heirs,  to  the  father  of  the  donor,  will  give  the  brother 
an  estate-tail,  with  remainder,  to  the  fitther. 

Further,  there  are  cases,  in  which,  as  the  first  taker  can  LimiutioDf  to 
ha?e  no  heirs  but  those  of  his  own  body,  the  limitation-over,  demizema  and 
in  default  of  his  heirs,  is,  by  inevitable  construction,  confined  ^J^ver'oB 
to  mean,  "  heirs  of  the  body,**  although  the  ulterior  donee  »»!"'•  of  their 
be  (as,  ex  hypothesi,  he  necessarily  must  be)  entirely  uncon- 
nected with  the  first  taker.     Thus,  if  there  be  a  limitation 
to  a  person,  who  is  a  denizens  or  a  bastard,  and  his  heirs, 
and  in  defiiult  of  heirs,  over ;  as,  to  render  the  limitations 
consistent  with  the  real  &cts  of  the  case,  the  word,  ^*  heirs,** 
must  be  read  in  the  sense   o^  '*  heirs  of  the  body^  an 
estate-tail  will  be  raised  in  the  first  taker,  with  remainder- 
over,  (f  ) 

In  all  other  cases,  however,  but  those,  in  which,  according 
to  the  rules  aboye  laid  down,  the  estate  in  fee  first  given  can 
be  modified  into  an  estate-tail,  a  devise,  afler  a  general 
faOure  of  heirs  of  a  person,  is  void,  as  too  remote.  (/)  And 
this,  of  course,  whether  any  preceding  estate  be  given  to  the 
person,  on  fiulmre  of  whose  heirs  the  devise  is  to  take  efiect, 
or  not 

Before  dismissing  this  subject,  it  may  be  allowed,   to  Wheth^  doe- 
suggest  a  case,  which  has  not,  as  far  as  the  writer  knows,  estates-taif will 
been  the  subject  of  judicial  decision,  and  which  seems  to  be  Jl^^Dcnon 
attended  with  some  difficulty.     Suppose  a  devise,  in  the  whose  hein  ire 
event  of  the  death  of  the  testator's  heir  (to  whom  no  express  utor's  beir,iiot 

taking  by 
express  gift. 

if)  2  Prest  Abet.  161  ;  1  Rrest  ing  of  limitalions  in  de^t    as  to 

£«tttcs,  519.     Sed  vide,  e  eoniri,  per  which,  vide  infra, 

Bek,  C.  J.,in  fdUy.  Cooky  1  P.  Wms.  (I)  2  Jam.  Wills,  2S8. 
7B ;  bnt  heseensto  have  been  speak- 
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Word.  *'leaT- 
ing/'  of  same 
import,  at  in 
gins  on  failure 
of  issue. 


How  far,  the 
rnleofimplica- 
tion  of  estate- 
tail  from  con- 
sanguinity of 
ulterior  taker, 
of  force  in 
regard  to 
limitations  in 
deeds. 


gift  is  made)  without  heirs,  to  a  person  included  in  the  line 
of  heirs  of  the  testator's  heir ;  would  the  ulterior  devise 
be  void  ?  or  would  the  testator's  heir  take  an  estate-tul,  by 
implication,  and  the  devise  be  thereby  validated,  as  a 
remainder  expectant  upon  it  ?  Would,  in  &ct,  the  Court, 
in  construing  the  devise,  inquire  into  the  character  and 
position,  as  well,  of  the  person,  on  failure  of  whose  heirs  the 
devise  is  to  operate,  as,  of  the  devisee ;  of  the  former,  to 
ascertiun,  that  he  is  the  testator's  heir,  and,  of  the  latter, 
to  see,  if  he  be  within  the  line  of  consanguinity  of  the  heir. 

Here,  it  must  be  remarked,  that  the  word,  •*  leaving,"  in 
a  gift-over,  on  failure  of  heirsy  receives  the  same  interpreta- 
tion, as  when  in  connexion  with  the  contingency  of  a  dying 
without  issue  ;  that  is,  it  refers  to  the  event  of  the  failure  at 
any  period  of  time,  however  distant 

It  only  remains,  to  observe,  that  the  preceding  observa- 
tions, as  to  the  implication  of  estates-tail,  can  only  be  fully 
understood,  of  limitations  in  toills ;  for  it  does  not  seem 
to  have  been  ever  decided,  that  the  circumstance  of  the 
person,  to  whom  a  limitation  on  failure  of  heirs  is  made,  being 
within  the  line  of  heirship  to  the  prior  donee,  will  justify  the 
curtailment  of  the  fee  first  given,  into  an  estate-taiL  Mr. 
Preston  thus  remarks  upon  this  point  (u) : — **  A  limitation  to 
a  man  and  his  heirs  generally  will  not  be  qualified  to  mean, 
heirs  of  the  body,  by  a  clause  which  introduces  a  remainder, 
to  take  effect  in  default  of  heirs  generally,^  **  unless,  per- 
haps, the  person,  who  is  to  take  in  remainder,  be  of  the  whole 
blood  of  the  person,  who  is  to  take  under  the  preceding 
limitation,  and  in  the  line  of  heirship  to  him,  and  except  in 
the  particular  case  of  a  donee,  being  a  bastardy  or  a  de- 
nizen/* And,  again,  the  same  learned  writer  observes  (v)  : 
— **  It  is  not  clear,  that  a  feoffment  to  a  man  and  his  heirs, 
and  if  he  shall  die  without  heirs,  to  a  kinsman  of  the  whole 
blood,  who  may  succeed  to  him  as  his  heir,  will  qualify  the 


(m)  2  Essay  on  Estotcs,  519. 


(«;)  lb.  536,  537. 
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words  of  limitation  to  the  heirs  to  mean,  heirs  of  the  body. 
In  a  will,  such  an  expression  will  certainly  have  this  efiect" 
The  extreme  scarcity  of  authorities  applicable  to  limitations 
in  instroments  inter  vivoit  upon  a  failure  of  issuej  precludes 
OS  from  drawing  any  satis&ctory  analogy,  from  that  class  of 

cases,  in  reference  to  the  question  under  consideration. 
That  question  obviously  depends  upon  these  two  points  : — 
Jirsif  whether  a  Court  of  law  would  consider  itself  justified, 
in  looking  at  the  circumstances  extrinsic  to  the  deed,  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining,  whether  the  ulterior  donee  were 
inheritable  to  the  person,  the  failure  of  whose  heirs  is 
contemplated ;  and,  secondlifi  whether,  if  it  be  ascertained, 
that  such  is  the  &ct,  that  fact  would  be  8u£Scient  to  rebut 
the  force  of  the  express  limitation,  to  the  heirs  general  of  the 
prior  donee,  (w) 


Section  III. 

Executory  Umiiations  of  terms  of  years  and  personal  chai^ 
iels^  to  lake  effect  on  the  death  of  a  person  toUhout  issue. 

We  have  seen,  that  terms  for  years  and  chattels  personal  Pi^Uminary 
are  susceptible  of  limitations  by  way  of  Ilxecutory  bequest,  ^^^■''■*^- 
in  wilh^  and,  of  similar  modifications  of  trusts;,  in  deeds ; 
that  such  limitations  are  unbarrable  or  indestructible  by  the 
owner  of  the  preceding  interest  for  the  time  being ;  and 
that,  as  a  consequence,  they  are  within  the  operation  of, 
and  must  be  limited  to  take  efiect  within  the  period  fixed 
hy,  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities.    To  apply  this  Rule  to 

(*)  It  noM  be  admitted,  that  the  tension  of  the  doctrine  of  implied 

Snwnl  complexion  of   the  judges*  estates-tail  noticed  in  the  text,  to  li- 

^'''■nvatioiis,  IB  /dir  ▼.   Cook,   1  P.  nutations  in  deeds. 
^>«>  70,  is  uaiaTorable  to  the  ex- 
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Executory  bequests  and  limitadons  of  trusts  of  chattels, 

after  or  upon  the  failure  of  issue  of  a  person,  is  the  object  of 

the  present  Section. 

All  liiutattoDB       Ii^  ^e  fira^  place,  it  will  follow,  from  the  observations 

dewmdinK  OTi    before  made,  in  reference  to  the  indefiniteness  of  the  event 

an  indefinite      of  a  general  failure  of  issue,  as  applicable  to  limitations  of 

failure  of  iisaei  .         .  • 

bad,  as  too        real  estate,  that  a  disposition  of  a  term  or  other  personal 
*""    '  estate,  to  take  effect  after  the  death  of  a  person  without 

issue,  the  happening  of  that  event  not  being  restricted  with- 
in the  allowed  period,  is  too  remote.     And  this,  whether 
the  person,  on  failure  of  whose  issue  the  limitation  is  to 
operate,  take  under  a  prior  gift,  or  not,  and  (in  the  former 
case)  whether  such  gift  comprise  the  whole  term,  or  a  life- 
interest  only.   In  all  such  cases,  the  limitation  is  necessarily 
void,  as  depending  on  an  event,  unrestricted  in  point  of 
time,  and,  therefore,  too  remote ;  and,  as  we  shall  presendy 
see,  it  is  not  capable  of  being  supported  by  any  enlarge- 
ment, or  other  alteration,  of  the  first  taker^s  interest,  by 
virtue  of  the  implication  arising  from  the  ulterior  gift. 
And  no  estate        And  here  the  question  arises,  whether,  in  cases  similar  to 
by  implication    those,  in  which,  as  regards  realty,  an  estate-tail  is  nused  by 
^^  ^  bi  ^^^'     implication  in  the  first  taker,  any  analogous  alteration  is 
porting  ulterior  effected  in  the  interest  of  the  first  taker,  in  a  term^  by  virtue 

of  a  subsequent  limitation  on  failure  of  his  issue,  which,  as 
we  have  seen,  is  void. 

To  arrive  at  a  proper  understanding  of  this  question,  it  is 
necessary,  to  consider  the  effect,  in  regard  to  a  term,  of  a 
limitation,  which,  applied  to  real  property,  would  create  an 
estate-taiL  Now,  it  is  evident,  that  two  things  are  essential 
to  an  entail,  within  the  Statute  De  donis  :  one,  that  the  sub* 
ject  be  land,  or  some  other  thing  of  a  real  nature;  the 
other,  that  the  estate  in  it  be  an  inheritance.  Therefine,  (as 
Mr.  Hargrave  says)  (x)  neither  estates  pur  autre  vie  in 
lands,  though  limited  to  the  grantee  and  his  heirs,  daring 

(x)  Harg.  n.to  Co.  Litt.  20  a»  n.5. 
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the  life  of  ceskU  que  viey  nor  terms  for  years,  are  entailable^ 
any  more  than  personal  chattels  ;  because,  as  the  latter,  not 
being  either  interests  in  things  real,  or  of  inheritance,  want 
hoik  requisites ;  so,  the  two  former,  though  interests  in 
things  real,  yet,  not  being  also  of  a  descendible  quality,  are 
deficient  in  one  requisite.  Let  us  suppose,  then,  a  limita- 
tion of  a  term  of  years,  to  A.,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and 
in  de&ult  of  such  issue,  over.  It  is  clear,  A.  cannot  take 
an  estate-tail,  descendible  to  his  issue,  in  the  same  manner, 
as  in  the  case  of  an  entail  of  realty ;  and  it  is  equally  clear, 
that  the  ulterior  limitation  is  not  to  take  effect,  until  a 
general  imlure  of  A/s  issue,  and  is,  consequently,  void. 
There  being,  therefore,  no  mode  of  descent  or  transmission, 
by  which  the  issue  of  A.  can  succeed  to  the  term,  per  for^ 
mam  doni  ;  but  yet,  the  words  of  the  gift  being  such,  as 
would  create  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  realty ;  the  Courts 
hold,  that  the  whole  interest  in  the  term  vests  absolutely  in 
A.,  by  force  of  the  limitation  in  question,  as  the  interest 
corresponding  most  to  an  entail  of  real  estate,  and  most  ^ 
neariy  answering  the  intentions  of  the  author  of  the  gift*  (y) 
Now,  (to  return  to  the  question  under  consideration)  let 
it  be  supposed,  that  a  term  is  bequeathed  to  A.,  indefinitely, 
and  if  he  shall  die  without  issue,  to  B.  In  the  case  of  real 
estate,  we  have  seen,  that  such  a  limitation  would  raise  an 
estate-tail  in  A*,  with  remainder,  to  B. ;  the  gift  to  B.,  on 
fiulure  of  A.'s  issue,  showing,  that  they  were  intended  to 
take  under  the  first  limitation ;  and  the  proper  mode  of 
effectuating  that  intention  being,  the  raising  an  estate-tail 
in  the  ancestor.  A.,  by  the  conjoint  operation  of  an  implied 
gift  to  the  issue,  and  the  Rule  in  Shelley^s  case.  But 
though  a  like  intention  is  manifested,  in  the  case  of  such  a 
limitation  of  a  term,  the  nature  of  the  subject  of  the  gift 
does  not  admit  of  any  other  interest  being  raised,  by  impli- 

(jr)  Burt.   Elem.   Comp.   324.    2      late  case  of  Kerr  ▼.  Lord  Dwigaimom^ 
Bopi  Lqg.  3d3 ;  and  antboritiet  tliere      1  C(m.&  Law.  335. 
•itecU    F.  C.E.  420, efMg.  Seethe 
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cation,  in  A.|  than  be  could  tdce,  under  an  express  limitation 
to  him  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  which,  as  we  have  seen, 
passes  the  absolute  term ;  and,  accordingly,  in  the  case  sup- 
posed, A.  takes  the  whole  interest  in  the  term,  and  the 
executory  limitation  to  B.  is  void  (z)  Not,  that  there  is 
any  necessary  connexion  between  the  absolute  interest 
vesting  in  the  first  taker,  and  the  invalidity  of  the  ulterior 
bequest ;  for  that  bequest  is  void,  by  reason  of  the  remote- 
ness of  the  event,  irrespectively  of  the  nature  or  extent  of 
the  interest  passing  to  the  prior  legatee.  We  discover, 
therefore,  a  great  difference  between  the  two  constructions, 
as  applicable  to  real  and  personal  estate,  respectively :  that, 
whereas,  in  regard  to  the  former,  the  raising  an  estate-tail, 
by  implication,  in  the  first  taker,  validates  the  ulterior  limi- 
tation, as  a  remainder  expectant  upon  it;  as  respects  the 
latter,  the  vesting  the  absolute  interest  in  the  term  in  the 
prior  legatee,  (although  the  construction  only  obtainsiy  by 
analogy  to  the  implication  of  estates-tail  in  realty,  and  in 
those  cases  alone,  in  which  such  implication  would  be  made) 
does  not  at  all  assist  the  ulterior  bequest,  inasmuch  as  it 
cannot  take  place  as  a  remainder,  and,  therefore,  violates  the 
Rule  for  prevention  of  Perpetuities. 
Andnodifier-  ^  distinction  was  indeed,  formerly  attempted  to  be 
ence  between     jaten,  between  a  limitation  of  a  term,  by  such  words,  as, 

cases,  where  an  '  '     •'  ^  ^ 

esute-tail  in  the  case  of  realty,  would  vest  an  express  estate-tail 
by  implication  in  the  first  taker,  and  a  limitation  of  the  same,  by  such 
where^  by  words,  as,  in  the  case  of  real  property,  would  ^ve  an 
express  gift.       estate- tail,  only  by  implication,  to  the  effect,  that,  in  the 

latter  case,  the  failure  of  issue  must  be  understood  as  re- 
stricted to  the  death  of  the  first  legatee,  and  that,  conse- 
quently, his  interest  in  the  term  must  be  confined  to  his  life. 
But  this  notion  has  long  been  exploded ;  and  Mr.  Fettme, 
after  noticing  the  authorities  applicable  to  the  subject,  thus 
luminously  states  the  general  rule  of  law  (a): — ^That  although 

(«)  Burt.   Elem.  Comp.  326.    2      cited. 
Rop.  Leg.  394 ;  and  authorities  there  (a)  F.  C.  R.  485.' 
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in  the  limitation  of  a  personal  estate,  after  a  dying  without 
issue,  those  words  shall  not,  ex  vi  terminif  and  without  the 
concurrence  of  any  other  circumstance  of  intention,  signify 
a  dying  without  issue  then  living,  even  though  the  limita- 
tion is  in  the  nature  of  an  estate-tail  by  implication  only ; 
jet,  on  the  other  hand,  they  shall  not,  ex  vi  termini,  when 
there  is  any  other  circumstance  of  intention,  import  an 
indefinite  fiulure  of  issue,  even  though  the  limitation  is  in 
the  nature  of  an  express  estate-tail ;  but  that,  in  either  case, 
if  the  UmUaiion  rests  solely  upon  the  usual  extent  and  import 
of  those  words,  the  limitation-Knrer  is  too  remote,  and,  there- 
fore, void,  and  the  whole  vests  in  the  first  devisee  or  legatee ; 
bat  that,  in  either  case,  the  signification  of  these  words  may 
be  confined  to  a  dying  without  issue  then  living,  by  any 
clause  or  circumstance  in  the  will,  which  can  indicate  or 
imply  such  intention.  (6) 

And  so,  again,  if  a  term  or  other  personal  estate  be  be-  Where  fint 
qoeathed  to  A«,  for  life,  and  if  he  die  without  issue,  to  6. ;  f^^  ^^-^  en- 
the  effect  of  the  limitation-over  upon  the  failure  of  A.'s  issue  {jjjfi^i^of  the 
is,  to  vest  the  absolute  interest  in  the  term  in  him,  notwith-  absolute  int«-- 
standing  the  previous  express  bequest  for  life.     And  this,  gift,  Toid. 
by  analogy  to  the  rule,  which  obtains  in  regard  to  similar 
limitations  of  realty,  whereby  (as  has  been  seen)  an  estate- 
tail  is  raised  by  implication  in  A.,  by  reason  of  the  manifes- 
tation of  an  intenUon  in  the  author  of  the  gift,  that  the 
ulterior  limitation  is  not  to  take  efiect,  until  the  extinction 
of  the  issue  of  the  first  taker.     Some  doubt  appears  to  have 
formerly  existed,  (c)  as  to  the  question,  whether  the  express 
gift  for  life  did  not  amount  to  a  declaration  of  intention, 
that  the  interest  of  the  first  taker  should  be  confined  to  bis 
life  (in  which  case,  the  interest,  intermediate  his  death  and 
the  time  of  the  ulterior  limitation  taking  efiect,  being  un- 

(h)  And    Me    renurks    of  Lord  Talb.  21 .     /»  argwnd,  WUkinatm  ▼. 

i^roi^AdM,  C,  ia  3  Rum.  &  My.  409.  ^MA,  7  T.  R.  666.     F.  C.  R.  487. 

(e)  Loee  ▼.  Windluxm,  1  Mod.  60 ;  Rand.  Perp.  148. 
1 1«r.  290.    Clan  y.  CUirt,  Ca.  T. 
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disposed  of,  and  the  last-mentioned  period  being  too  remotei 
there  would  be  a  fiiilure  of  disposition) ;  but  later  determi- 
nations (d)  have  negatived  this  supposed  distinction^  between 
the  bequest  of  a  term,  expressly  for  life,  and  an  indefinite 
bequest,  and  have  established,  that,  in  regard  to  both,  the 
effect  of  the  limitation-over  on  the  failure  of  issue  of  the 
first  taker,  is,  to  vest  the  absolute  interest  of  the  term  in  him. 
Indeed,  the  circumstance,  that  the  express  life-interest  will 
be  enlarged  by  a  subsequent  bequest-over  on  an  indefinite 
failure  of  issue  of  the  legatee  for  life,  was,  in  one  case,  made 
use  of  as  an  aif^ument,  in  support  of  the  construction  of  a 
restricted  failiue.  (e) 

Where  the  prior  bequest  of  the  term  is  absolute,  (u  e, 

passes  the  whole  interest,)  it  need  hardly  be  remarked,  that  a 

subsequent  limitation,  upon  failure  of  issue  of  the  first  taker, 

eflects  no  alteration  in  his  interest;  that  limitation  being 

void  for  remoteness ;  and  the  prior  bequest  having  already 

vested  an  interest,  corresponding  to  the  estate-tail,  to  which 

the  fee  would  have  been  cut  down,  had  the  subject-matter 

of  the  gift  been  real  estate. 

Wherever  per-      It  may  be  observed,  in  passing,  that,  not  only  in  the 

by  word8,which  cases  abovc  specified,  but,  also,  in  eveiy  case  of  a  bequest  of 

ettate-^in     ^  term,  by  such  words,  as,  applied  to  realty,  would  create  an 

•olute'imcrSt    ®st*te"^'»  either  express  or  implied,  the  absolute  interest  of 


First  gift  T^" 
mains  in  «<a<« 
quiOt  when  it 
passes  the  i^- 
solute  interest. 


{d)  Boden  ▼.  WoUoh,  Ambl.  398. 
Judgment  in  Tmyei  ▼  GawU,  1  P. 
Wms.     432;      in    Attorney- General 
T.    Bayley,    2    Bro.     C.     C.    553; 
and  in  Knight  v.  EBie,  ib.  570.   Bar^ 
hw  V.  Salter,  17   Yes.    484.     An- 
dree  t.  Ward,  1  Russ.  260.     Greene 
T.  Ward,  ih.  262.     Lepinev.  Ferard, 
2   Russ.  &   My.   378.      Makobn  r. 
Taylor,  ib.  416,  444.  445.     Simmone 
▼.  Simmons,  8  Sim.  22.     In  the  case 
of  Ferard  ▼.  GriJfUn,  2  Keen,  615,  it 
was  held,  that  an  express  life-interest 
was  not  enlarged  by  a  subsequent  bo- 
quest  upon  the  general  failure  of  issue 
of  the  legatee,  because  the  context  of 


the  will  afforded  dear  evidence,  that 
it  was  not  intended,  he  should  take  the 
capital  of  the  fund. 

(«)  See  the  case  of  Ramtlayk  r. 
BameUiffh,  2  My.  &  K.  441,  (stated 
infra,  p.  342,)  in  which  it  was  treated 
as  clear,  both  by  Sir  J.  Leach,  M.  R., 
and  Lord  Bronyham,  C,  thai  the 
consequence  of  holding.the  failure  of 
issue  referred  to,  to  be  indefinite, 
(which  was  the  question  under  dis- 
cussion,)  would  be,  die  enlaigement 
of  the  express  life-interest,  into  an  ah- 
solute  bequest  of  the  eorpue  of  Uie 
fund.  And  vide  infra,  as  to  the  ar* 
gumcnt  noticed  in  the  text. 
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the  tenn  will  vest  in  the  peraon,  who  would  be  tenant  in  tail 
under  a  limitation  of  realty,  (/)  except  in  certain  cases, 
where  the  existence  of  an  express  gift  to  the  issue  has 
enabled  them  to  take  as  purchasers,  and  where,  therefore, 
the  interest  of  the  first  taker  has  been  confined  to  his  life.  (^) 
And  a  further  exception  arises,  in  regard  to  those  cases,  m  Exceptioni  to 

Uiis  rale. 

which  an  estate-tail  is  implied,  in  consequence  of  some 
characteristic  of  the  devisee,  or  other  person  connected  with 
the  limitations,  peculiar  to  real  estate;  e.  g,^  the  case  of 
a  limitation  upon  failure  of  issue  of  the  testator^s  heir,  to 
whom  no  preceding  gift  is  made,  or  to  the  heir,  in  defiiult 
of  issue  of  a  stranger,  to  whom  no  previous  estate  is  given ; 
in  both  which  cases,  as  we  have  seen,  (h)  an  estate-tail 
is  zaised  by  implication  in  the  ancestor,  on  fiulure  of  whose 
issue  the  devise  is  to  take  efiect 

In  regard  to  the  enlargement  of  prior  limited  interests  in  As  to  the  en- 
chattels,  by  force  of  subsequent  ^fts-over,  on  a  general  failure  partial  interetu 
of  issue  of  the  first  taker,  when  the  limitations  are  by  instru-  ^iS^[^|i^H^' 
ment  inter  vivos,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  same  rules  **<««  in  deodi. 
and  distinctions  hold,  as  have  been  formerly  (t)  noticed  to 
exist,  in  respect  to  similar  gifts  of  realty ;  the  general  rule 
hefore  mentioned,  as  to  the  effect,  in  regard  to  personalty, 
of  a  construction,  which  raises  an  estate-tail  in  realty,  being 
applicable  to  deeds,  as  *well  as  to  testamentary  instruments. 
Bnt  it  will  be  remembered,  that  the  difference  between  the 
two  classes  of  dispositions,  as  respects  the  relative  facility 
of  the  implication  of  estates-tail,  is  of  no  moment,  as  to  the 
question  o(  remoteness  of  gifts  of  personalty,  since,  whatever 
the  operation  of  the  ulterior  limitation  upon  the  precedent 
mterest,  that  limitation,  if  the  indefinite  construction  obtain, 
most  necessarily  be,  and  always  is,  too  remote. 

But,  notwithstanding  the  invalidity  of  limitations  of  chat-  Limiutions  of 
tela,  to  take  effect  upon  a  general  failure  of  issue,  such  Umi-  ^T^fir^erf 


failure  of  issue. 


(/)  F.  C.  R.  492.  (A)  Vide  tupn,  p.  181,  H  teq, 

{$)  2  Bop.  Leg.  393.  (i)  Vide  tupra,  p.  179,  et  $eq, 

Y   2 
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tations  are  allowable,  when  the  event  of  a  dying  without  issue 

is  restrained  to  the  death  of  the  fint  taker ^  or  of  any  other 

person,  in  eise  at  the  time  of  the  gift,  or  when  the  limitation 

is  made  to  depend  upon  the  death  of  such  issue  under  the 

age  of  ttaenty^one.ij)    And  in  all  such  cases,  where  the 

dying  without  issue  is  clearly  restricted  to  the  period  fixed 

by  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  it  matters  not,  whether 

there  be  a  prior  bequest  to  the  person,  the  fisdlure  of  whoee 

issue  is  referred  to,  or  not,  or  (if  there  be  such  a  prior 

bequest,)  whether  the  first  legatee  take  the  whole  term, 

In  lucfa  cues,    or  only  a  life  or  other  less  interest  in  it  (k)    But  it  must  be 

of  firat^uko?   observed,  that  if  the  failure  of  issue  be  thus  restricted,  the 

hiiTlifeoia  ^^  interest  of  a  legatee  for  life,  expressly,  will  not  be  enlarged, 

by  reason  of  the  gift-over  on  his  death  without  issue,  because, 

in  the  case  of  such  a  limitation  of  realty,  no  estate-tail 

would  be  raised  by  implication  in  the  first  taker.  (Q 

Qneition  to  he      As,  in  reference  to  limitations  of  real  estate,  upon  the 

decided  is, 

whether  pwti-  death  of  a  peiBon  without  issue,  we  discovered,  that  the 
tions  depend  question  most  fi:«quently  di€Scult  of  decision  was,  where  an 
on  an  indefinite  indefinite,  and  where  a  restricted,  failure  of  issue  was  in- 

or  A  restricted 

failure.  tended  by  the  author  of  the  gift,  so,  in  xegard  to  terms  and 

other  chattels,  we  shall  find,  that  the  same  question  has  been 
equally  prolific  of  discussion,  and  the  parent  of  as  many  (if 
not  more)  rules  and  distinctions.  I^  will,  therefore,  be  our 
ofiice,  now  to  inquire,  what  'words  are  construed  to  mean 
a  general  or  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  and  what,  a  restricted 
or  confined  failure ;  and,  also,  what  additional  and  accom- 
panying expressions  and  circumstances  are  allowed  to  have 
the  effect,  of  controlling  words,  primarily  importing  a  general 
failure  of  issue,  and  restraining  them,  to  a  dying  without 
issue  Uving  at  the  death  of  the  ancestor. 

And,  at  this  point,  it  will  be  proper,  to  adopt  a  mode  of 
distribution  of  our  subject,  similar  to  that,  which  was  found 


0)  2  Rop.  Leg. 396;  and  authori-  (A)  F.  C.  R.  477. 

ties  there  cited.  (/)  Vide  snpra,  p.  187,  H  teq. 
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convenient,  m  the  prosecatioD  of  cor  inquiries  reladre 
to  limitations  of  real  estate. 


SmtDiviBHnr  L 

0/  the  expresMums  and  ^circumstances  gwimg  a  restricted 
construction  to  words  primarily  'importsmg  an  indefinUe 
failure  of  issue* 

In  tbe  outset  of  this  inquiry,  it  must  be  obseired,  that,  TiiiiBtimi  of 
in  the  case  of  personal  estate,  the  Courts  generallj  incline  ycJ^^  ^qi^ 
to  discover  and  lay  hold  of  any  circumstances  (^'ezpreasioos,  '^"'^^jf' JP  , 


connected  with  the  limitations,  that  inay  seem  to  aflbrd  a 
ground  for  construing  words,  referring  to  a  dyii^  without 
isBue,  to  mean,  a  fiulure  of  issue  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  parent  or  ancestor,  (m)  which,  it  will  be  remembered,  is 
the  reverse  of  the  general  rule  of  construction,  that  obtains 
in  regard  to  limitations  of  real  estate,  not  within  the  opera- 
tion of  the  statute,  1  Vict  c.  26.  (n)  Nay,  it  may  even  be 
said,  that  the  tribunals,  both  of  law  and  equity,  are  astuti, 
to  frame  or  invent  grounds  and  reasons,  on  which  to  rest  a 
restrictive  interpretation  of  words,  contempUting  a  &ilure  of 
issue. 

The  reason,  generally  assigned  for  this  inclination,  is,  Giomidortlitfl. 
that  by  the  construction  to  which  it  leads,  the  limitation- 
over  may  be  supported ;  an  argument  not  deemed  applica- 
ble, in  the  case  of  real  estate,  because  of  the  supposed  con- 
flicting interests  of  the  heir-at-law. 


(«)  F.  C.  R.  476.    Judgment  in      inp,  2  Ron.  k  Mj.  403. 
Doe  d.  Cado^m  ▼.  Ewart,  7  AdL  &  (»)   Fide  mpra^  p.  191. 

EIL  648 ;  and  in  Campbta  ▼.  Httrd^ 
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Word'Mear-  In  the  first  place>  wherever  a  term  or  other  chattel  is 
tb^  construct  bequeathed  to  a  person^  and  if  he  die  without  leaving  issue, 
^^^-  to  another,  the  failure  of  issue  intended  is  held  to  be,  a  failure 

of  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  first  taker  ;  (o)  thus  giving 
literal  effect  to  the  word,  *^  leaving,"  which,  of  course,  in  its 
common  acceptation,  and  dissociated  from  legal  interpreta- 
tion, is  understood  to  -refer  to  the  particular  time  of  the 
death  of  the  parent  or  ancestor,  and  not,  to  any  subsequent 
indefinite  period. 
Case  of  Forth        To  establish  this,  it  will  be  unnecessary,  to  do  more,  than 
e^t^^d^'     J^^^r  ^o  the  case  of  Forth  v.  Chapman^  (p)  (before  cited,) 
this  rule.  which  first  laid  down  the  distinction,  in  regard  to  the  con- 

struction of  the  word,  "  leaving,"  between  limitations  of  real 
and  of  personal  estate.  In  that  case,  it  will  be  remembered, 
a  residuary  real  and  personal  estate  was  devised  to  William 
and  Walter  Gore^  and  if  either  of  them  should  depart  this 
life,  and  leave  no  issue  of  their  respective  bodies,  then,  over. 
Sir  Joseph  JehyUy  M.  R.,  was  of  opinion,  that  the  devise- 
over  was  void,  and  said,  that  *^  if  the  words  had  been,  <  if  A. 
or  B.  should  die  without  issue,'  the  remainder,  over,  this, 
plainly,  would  have  been  void,  and  exactly  like  the  case  of 
Love  v«  Windham/*  And  he  then  proceeded  to  say,  there 
was  no  diversity  betwixt  a  devise  of  a  term  to  one  for  life, 
and  if  he  die  without  issue,  remainder,  over,  and  a  devise 
thereof  to  one  for  life,  with  such  remainder,  if  he  die  leaving 
no  issue ;  for  that  both  these  devises  seemed  equally  relative 
to  the  failure  of  issue,  at  any  time  after  the  testator's  death. 
Afterwards,  this  case  coming  before  Lord  Chancellor  Parjter, 
on  appeal,  his  lordship  reversed  the  decree,  and  observed, 
that  if  a  term  was  devised  to  A.,  and  if  he  die  without 
leaving  issue,  remainder,  over,  in  the  vulgar  and  natural 
sense,  it  must  mean,  if  A.  die  without  leaving  issue  at  his 
death,  and,  then,  the  devise-over  was  good ;  that  the  word, 

(o)  2  Jarm.  Pow.  De?.  566.  (/»)  1  P.  Won.  663. 
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diCf  being  the  last  antecedent,  the  words,  ^without  leaving 
issae,"  must  refer  to  that ;  and  that,  if  the  words  in  a  will 
would  bear  two  constructions,  one  whereof  was  more  com- 
mon and  natural  than  the  other,  it  was  hard  to  say,  the 
Court  should  take  the  will  in  the  most  uncommon  meaninj^ 
to  destroy  it  Ever  since  this  decision,  the  rule  laid  down 
in  it  has  been  adhered  to,  with  more  or  less  of  scrupulosity. 
And,  in  a  veiy  recent  case,  {q)  where  there  was  a  devise  of 
real  estate,  in  trust  for  J.,  and  her  heirs,  but  in  case  it  should 
hi^ipen,  that  J.  died  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  over ;  it 
was  observed  by  the  Court  of  B.  R.,  that,  without  any 
doubt,  the  words  of  the  will  would^  if  the  question  arose  upon 
a  term  for  years  or  oilier  personal  estate ^  be  held  to  mean, 
a  dying  without  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  daughter,  J. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  the  construction  thus  put  upon  inference  from 
the  word,  "  leaving,'*  is  arbitrary  and  absolute,  and  perfectly  J^l^^^^ 
mdependent  of  any  assisting  circumstances  or  expressions  rebutted  17 


ezpresrions  and 

contained  in  the  instrument;   although,  of  course,  it  is  drcumttances* 
liable  to  be  set  aside  by  the  manifestation  of  an  intention, 
to  use  the  words, ''  die  without  leaving  issue,"  in  their  more 
extended  signification,  of  a  fiulure  of  issue,  at  any  period, 
however  remote.     For  example,  in  one  case,  (r)  the  cir-  j^  fi,^  i^r 
comstance,  of  a  general  power  of  appointment  or  disposition  ^*JJJ55|*     ^ 
being  vested  in  the  ancestor,  was  held,  to  afford  sufficient  of  appoint- 

.  •  .  ment ; 

evidence,  of  the  object  of  the  testator  being,  the  personal 

benefit  of  the  first  taker,  so  as  to  control  any  inference 

arising  firom  the  word,  ^*  leaving,"  and  thereby  to  invalidate 

the  ulterior  gift  as  limited  upon  an  indefinite  failure  of 

issue.     So,  again,  the  circumstance,  of  real  and  personal  —realty  and 

estates  being  included  in  one  general  gift,  under  which,  |^^i,^Jd^ 

by  the  rules  of  law,  an  estate-tail  is  raised  by  implication,  <»«  «^  s 

in  the  realty,  has  been  sometimes  held  sufficient,  to  warrant 

the  application  of  the  same  rule  of  construction,  as  respects 

(q)  Doe  d.  Cadogtm  ▼.   EwarU  8  (r)  AUome^-GtiuTQl'f, HaU^Ti^u 

Ad.  &  EU.  636.    And  see  Clt^Um      gib.  314. 
T.  JMmt,  10  Sim.  126. 
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^words  con-  both  estates,  (i)  And,  yet  further,  where,  (t)  in  addidon  to 
failure  of ^i«ue  ^he  words,  "  die  without  leaving  issue,"  there  were  words^  re- 
of  issue.  ferring  to  the  failure  of  issue  of  such  issue,  the  same  rule  of 

construction,  which  was  held  to  raise  an  estate-tail  in  the 
ancestor,  in  the  realty,  was  applied,  to  vest  in  him,  the  ab- 
solute interest  in  the  personalty ;  upon  the  ground,  (as  must 
be  supposed)  that  the  superaddition  of  words,  referring  to  the 
death  without  issue  of  the  immediate  or  first-mentioned 
issue,  negatived  any  presumption,  arising  from  the  word, 
'^  leaving,"  that  the  failure  of  issue  contemplated,  was  to  be 
ascertained  at  the  death  of  the  ancestor. 
But  restrictive       On  the  Other  hand,  the  restrictive  force  of  the  word, 
i^  not  negal  ^*  leaving,"  with  reference  to  limitations  of  personal  estate, 
^^^yy  *^*%     *ft^^  *  dy*"?  without  issue,  has  had  place,  even  in  cases, 
prior  gift  being  where  the  prior  limitation  has  been  such,  as  would  have 
cn^nte  express    created  an  express  estate-tidl,  had  the  subject-matter  of 
entai  m  realty.  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^j^  realty;  the  construction,  in  that  case,  being, 

that  the  first  taker  has  a  defeasible  interest,  liable  to  go 
over,  if  he  die  without  issue  living  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
Thus,  where  (u)  a  testator  bequeathed  leasehold  property, 
to  A.,  and  to  his  lawful  heirs,  and  if  he  die  and  leave  no 
lawful  heir,  then,  to  B. ;  it  was  held,  that  the  limitation  to 
B.  was  good ;  the  words,  ^^  leaving  no  lawful  heir,"  being, 
in  the  first  place,  interpreted  to  mean,  '^  leaving  no  lawful 
issue,^  and,  then,  being  confined  to,  '^  leaving  no  issue  at  the 
time  of  his  death."  So,  also,  where  (v)  there  was  a  devise 
of  fireehold  and  leasehold  estates,  to  A.  and  B.,  as  tenants 
in  common,  and  the  heirs  of  the  body  and  bodies  of  the 
said  A.  and  B.,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  if  either  of 
them  should  die  without  leaving  issue,  then,  as  to  the  share 
of  such  of  them  as  should  so  die  without  issue  as  aforesaid. 


(«)  Mortimer  ▼.  Westy  2  Sim.  274.  («)  GoodHtk  d.   JRenie  ▼.  Fkpdm, 

Frankt  v.  iVic«,  3  Bcav.  182.     And  6  T.  R.  720. 

see  Rickardt  v,  Berpavenny,  2  Vem.  (v)  Rwfford  ▼.   Radfwrd,  1  Keeo, 

324.  486.     Std  vuk^  Daintry  v.  Damirg, 

(t)  Franks  v.  Price,  ubi  tuprcu  6  T.  R.  307^ 
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to  the  nse  of  the  suirivor  of  them^  the  said  A.  and  B.,  and 
the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  in  case  both  of  them  should  die 
without  issue  of  his  or  their  body  or  bodies,  then,  over : 
it  was  held,  that,  with  respect  to  the  leasehold  estate,  the 
limitation  to  the  survivor  of  the  devisees,  in  case  either  of 
them  should  die  without  leaving  issue,  was,  upon  the  au- 
thority cf  Forth  V.  Chapman^  a  good  limitation  by  way  of 
Executory  devise.  This  may  be  regarded  as  carrying  out 
the  legal  signification  of  the  word,  **  leaving,*'  in  limitations 
of  personalty,  to  its  fullest  extent,  inasmuch  as  there  can 
be  no  question,  that,  in  the  case  of  a  direct  bequest  to  a 
person  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  aU  the  issue,  however 
remote,  of  the  legatee  are  intended  to  be  and  are  actually 
comprised,  and,  '^leaving,"  might  well  enough,  therefore, 
in  such  a  case,  be  referred  to  the  period  of  the  failure  of 
such  issue,  whenever  it  occurs. 

It  is  to  be  noted,  that,  in  equity,  the  word,  <'  leaving,"  has 
the  same  confined  signification,  when  the  subject-matter  of 
the  gift  is  real  estate  directed  to  he  sold  or  converted  into 
money ;  the  property  being,  in  that  case,  considered  as  if 
actually  changed,  {w) 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  words,  ''dying  without  Expretrion, 
children/^  receive  the  construction  of  an  indefinite  failure  c^fSen/^^"' 
of  issue,  as  well,  in  the  case  of  limitations  of  personalty,  as, 
where  the  subject-matter  is  real  estate,  {x)  But  it  is  almost 
unnecessary  to  remark,  that  if  the  contingency  expressed 
be,  death  without  leaving  children,  it  contemplates  a  failure 
of  issue  (or,  perhaps,  children,  {y) )  at  the  death  of  the 
parent  (s) 

The  signification  of  the  words,  ''dying  without  issue,"  Meaning  of 
or.  "without  having  i»«e."  which  obtains  in  regard  to  r^;^ 

(»)  See  Farthing  ▼.  ABen^  2  Madd.  expressions  that  occurred  in  the  gifts. 

310.  (p)  HngheM  ▼.  Sayer,  vbi  ivpnu 

{*)  Hughes  v.  Sa^er,  I  P.  Wms.  (z)  See  an  instance  of  this  kind  of 

534.   The  caaeot  Stvdhoimey.  Hodg-  gift,  in  Clarke  t.  Lubbock^  1  You.  & 

«»,  3  P.  Wma.  299,  is,  obtiotisly,  to  Coll.  N.  C.  C.  492. 
be  accounted  for,  from  the  particular 
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«<  withont  hav-  limitations  of  real  estate,  is  equally  applicable  to  similar 
nme as b case  ff^  ^^  personalty;  viz.9  that,  unless  controlled  by  ad- 
ofrealesute.    ditional  expressions  or  concomitant  circumstances,    they 

primarily  import  a  general  &ilure  of  issue.     What  those 

expressions  and  circumstances  are,  is  the  inquiry  next  in 

order. 

ExpressionB  We  may  take  it  as  a  general  rule,  that  whatever  expres- 

s^GM^oT'       sions  or  circumstances  are   held   to  have   the   effect,   of 

restrictiTe         confining  words,  primarily  signifying  an  indefinite  failure 

T0T06m  as 

r^fards  realty,  of  issue,  to  a  dying  without  issue  living  at  the  deatb,  in 

^e  in^rei^ct  regard  to  limitations  of  real  estate,  will  be  allowed  to  operate 

to  personalty.  £q  ^^  same  manner,  as  respects  limitations  of  terms  and 

other  chattels. 
1  &  2.  Charge       1  &n<i  2*  It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  chaige  of  a  sum 

of  a  sum  of  of  money  upon  the  legatee  of  a  term,  upon  the  fisdlure  of 

limitation  of  issue  of  a  prior  legatee,  (a)  and  the  circumstance,  of  the 

life-interest  i      •       i  «  i    •  <•        i*/* 

only.  ultenor  bequest  or  bequests  bemg  of  a  life  mterest  or 

interests  only,  (b)  will  be  sufficient,  to  indicate  an  intention, 
to  use  the  words,  referring  to  the  fidlure  of  issue,  in  the 
sense,  of  a  dying  without  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the 
prior  legatee;  both  those  circumstances  being  permitted, 
as  we  have  seen,  to  have  that  effect,  in  the  case  of  limita- 
tions of  real  estate.  Thus,  in  one  case,  (c)  a  testator,  after 
making  his  wife  executrix,  gave  her,  all  his  goods  and 
chattels,  provided,  that  if  she  should  die  without  issue  by 
the  testator,  then,  after  her  decease,  80^  should  remain  to 
the  testator's  brother :  and  it  was  held,  that  the  legacy  of 
80&  was  good,  one  of  the  principal  grounds  of  the  decision 
being,  that  a  personal  benefit  was  intended  the  legatee, 
which  was  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  an  indefinite  fidlure 
of  issue. 
Asiociati  ^*  Upon  the  like  principle,  it  seems  clear,  that  the  cir- 

of  contingency   cumstance,  of  the  contingency  of  a  &ilure  of  issue  being 

personal  to 

(a)  Vide  wpra,  p.  196.  663.      See   observations    of    Lord 

(6)  Vide  mpnh  P*  212.  Brougham,  in  2  Buss.  &  My.  407, 

(c)  Pinbwy  V.  EUdn,  I  P.  Wms.       408. 
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associated  with  another  contingency,  having  reference  to  ancestor  wHh 
the  age  of,  or  otherwise  personal  to,  the  ancestor,  {d)  is  of  of  hisinoe. 
equal  force,  as  indicating  a  fiulure  to  be  ascertained  at  the 
death  of  such  ancestor,  with  the  like  ciicamstance,  occaning 
in  gifts  of  realty,  (e)    And  the  same  remarks,  as  were,  on 
a  former   occasion,  offered,  upon  the  application  of  this 
doctrine,  where  the  subject-matter  is  realty,  may  be  con- 
sidered as  of  equal  weight,  in  reference  to  gifts  of  personal 
estate. 
It  is  also  clear,  that  the  doctrine,  by  which  the  word.  Constructive 

.  .  .  change  of  "or" 

"or,"  occurring  in  limitations  of  this  class,  is  constructively  into  "and** 
changed  into,  "  and,''  is,  in  all  respects,  applicable  to  gifts  utJonsV""' 
of  personal  estate;  (/)  and,  therefore,  a  limitation  of  lease-  P«"on*l*/- 
holds,  to  A.,  and  if  he  die  under  twenty-one,  or  without 
issue,  to  B.,  will  vest  the  property  in  A.,  upon  his  attain- 
ment of  the  specified  age,  without  regard  to  asubsequent 
iiulQre  of  his  issue. 
4.  There  seems,  also,  to  be  no  doubt,  that  the  force  4.  CSream- 

stance  of 

which  belongs  to  the  circumstance,  of  a  gift  on  failure  of  limiution 
issue  occurring  subsequently  to  a  similar  limitation  of  the  ^ilJ^^^  a 
same  property,  in  regard  to  which  the  failure  is  clearly  fi^^  °"  ^f"*! 
restricted,  when  the  subject-matter  is  real  estate,  {g)  attaches  restricted, 
equally  to  the  same  circumstance,  in  limitations  of  per- 
sonalty. (A)     But  the  cautions  that  were  formerly  prescribed, 
in  reference  to  the  application  of  this  doctrine  {%)  seem  to 
be  equally  deserving  of  attention,  when  the  limitation  is  of 
personal  estate. 
5  and  6.  Upon  the  like  ground,  there  appears  to  be  little  ^  *  6'  Cir- 

,  ,  cnmstanoes  of 

question,  that  whatever  inference,  in  favor  of  the  restrict  superadded 
tive  construction,  arises  from  the  circumstance,  of  a  hmita-  deaOiofmie^ 

{d)  Vidt  iupra,  p.  228.  (  g)   Vide  ntpra,  p.  240. 

(e)  tSrhptttrick  y.    Ki^trick,  13  (A)  SheppardY.  Leigingham,  Ambl. 

Vcs.  476.  122.     Kirkpatriek  ▼.    KifyHtiriek,   13 

(/)  dfyttm  T.  BoodUf  6  Sam,  467.  Ves.  476.     Mone  ▼.  Lord  Ormonde^ 

\  Jarm.  W'dls,  445.     See  also  WeA-  \  Rnss.  382.     Ra^ord  t.  Radford^ 

ddlyr.  Mumdg,  6  Ves.  341 ;   Gnen  v.  1  Keen,  486. 

Barvey,  I  Hare,  428.  (I)   Vide  ntpra,  p.  241,  et  »eq. 
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under  nsecified  tioQ  being  made  dependent  on  the  death  of  the  issue  under 
offailore  bebg  ^  particular  age,  in  addition  to  the  contingency  of  a  fidlure 
owB  !miS^^  *     °^  'isaue,  (k)  or,  fix)m  the  circumstance,  of  the  feilure  in 

contemplation  being  that  of  a  testator's  own  issue,  {[)  loses 
none  of  its  strength,  or  becomes  no  less  applicable,  when 
the  subject-matter  of  the  limitations  is  personal  estate.  In 
reference  to  the  former  of  these  circumstances,  it  must  be 
observed,  that,  if  the  superadded  contingency  contemplate 
the  death  of  the  issue  without  issue,  no  implication  arises 
in  favor  of  the  restrictive  construction,  (m)  as  was  formerly 
remarked,  in  regard  to  gifts  of  realty,  {n) 
7.  Circum-  7.  It  is  next  to  be  considered,  what  is  the  exact  force  of 

stance  of  gift        ,.  /..«#•  i  /••!  ^- 

to  a  person,  if  the  cux^umstance,  of  a  gift  of  personalty,  on  uiilure  of  issue, 
^^*  ^'  being  made,  to  persons  then  living,  or  to  such  members  of 
a  specified  class,  as  shall  be  then  living ;  and  it  will,  per- 
haps, be  discovered,  that  the  measure  of  its  influence,  when 
the  subject-matter  is  personal  estate,  is  (so  far  as  it  can  be 
authoritatively  ascertained)  superior  to  that  which  it  enjoys, 
when  the  limitation  is  of  realty. 

^^ii^L?"^**  In  one  case,  (o)  there  was  a  bequest  of  personal  estate, 
to  M.  T.,  and  afler  her  death,  to  the  fiuit  of  her  body,  and 
for  want  of  such  fruit,  to  the  testator's  brothers  and  sisters, 
and  their  children,  then  living;  and  it  was  held,  by  the 
Court  of  6.  R.,  that  the  limitation-over  was  valid.  This 
decision  has  generally  (jt))  been  considered,  to  have  pro- 
ceeded, upon  the  ground,  of  the  words,  **then  living," 
referring  to  a  failure  of  issue  at  the  decease  of  the  first 
taker;  but  it  may,  possibly,  have  been  rested  on  the  dream- 
stance,  of  the  gift-over  being  referential  to  issue  taking  by 
purchase  under  the  prior  limitation  to  them. 

Case  of  (Tor-  But  the  case,  which  affords  most  intelligible  countenance 
to  the  doctrine  under  consideration,  is  the  very  recent  one 

{k)  Ftrfe  mpra,  p.  243.  (o)  Brooke  y.  TbyHor,  cited,  Ca.  T. 

(2)  Vide  tupra,  p.  244.  Talb.  23. 

(m)  Frank*  v.  Price,  3  Beav.  182.  .   (p)  Ca.  T.  Talb.  23,  26.    Prior 

(ft)  Fide  tupra,  p.  287.  on  "  Issue,**  84. 
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of  Garratt  v.  CockereU,  (g)  where  a  testator,  being  pos- 
sessed of  personal  property,  by  his  will,  directed,  that  tlie 
interest  on  his  property  should  be  divided  into  four  equal 
shares :  one  share  to  be  given  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  then 
to  devolve  to  his  children,  and  the  longest  liver,  in  equal 
shares;  the  remuning  three  shares  to  be  divided  equally 
between  his  three  children,  and  the  longest  liver,  and  their 
heirs;  should  all  his  children  die  without  heirs^  his  pro- 
perty, in  that  case,   to  be  divided  equally  between  the 
children  of  hit  brothers  and  sistersy  alive  on  the  death  of  his 
last  child.     All  the  testator's  children  died  without  issue ; 
and,  prior  to  the  death  of  the  last  surviving  child,  a  de- 
cree was  pronounced  by  Lord  Langdale,  M.  R.,  upon  a 
bill  filed  by  that  child,  in  favor  of  his  title  to  the  whole 
of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate.     Upon  the  ground  of 
an  alleged  informality  in  the  proceedings  of  that  suit,  a  bill 
was  brought,  after  the  death  of  the  surviving  son,  by  one  of 
the  persons  endtled  under  the  limitation-oven     Sir  /•  L. 
Knight  Bruce^  V.C.,  having  decided  that  the  word,  **  heirs," 
must  be,  read,  in  the  sense  of,  ^  issue,"  proceeded  to  observe, 
as  fellows : — **  K  the  word, '  alive,*  and  the  immediately  fol- 
lowing words, '  on  the  death  of  my  last  child,'  had  not  been 
in  the  will,  I  must  have  held,  an  indefinite  fiulure  of  issue  to 
have  been  intended.     But  then  comes  the  question,  what,  if 
any,  is  the  effect  of  these  words  upon  the  construction  of  the 
expression,  '  die  without  heirs,'  which  I  read  as,  <  die  with- 
out issue  ?'     Can  the  word,  ^  alive,'  whether  applying  to  the 
testator's  brothers  and  sisters,  or  to  their  children,  be  pro- 
perly read,  as  referring  in  point  of  time  to  the  date  of  the 
will,  or  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  not  the  death  of  his 
last  surviving  child  ?    If  it  cannot,  are  the  words, '  on  the 
death  of  my  last  child,'  applicable  to  the  tictual  division  of 
the  property  f  as  well  as  to  the  period,  at  which  the  collateral 

(9)  1  Too.  &  Coll.  N.  C.  C  404.      doring  the  argument,  and  in  his  jndg- 
Aad  lee  the  obiervationi  of  Lord      ment,  2  Beiv.  654,  557. 
W*ile,  M.  R.,  m  Cbrter  T.  jycNlaA; 
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relatives  intended  to  be  benefited  are  to  be  ascertained  ? 
Are  they  sufficient,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  to  show,  that  he 
meant  the  selected  collateral  relatives  to  become  entitled  in 
possession,  at  the  death  of  his  last  child,  if  at  all  ?  Do  they, 
in  short,  furnish  ground,  solid  enough  to  support  a  restric- 
tive construction,  for  the  phrase,  Mie  without  heirs?*" 
And,  after  noticing  the  case  of  Massey  v.  Hudson,  (hereafter 
cited  and  observed  upon,)  and  quoting  some  observations  of 
Sir  fF.  Grant,  in  that  case,  his  honor  ftirther  remarked, — '^  It 
is  consistent  with  an  intention  on  the  testator^s  part,  to  fix 
the  time  of  the  death  of  his  last  surviving  child,  as  the  period 
at  which  the  number  and  description  of  his  collateral  rela- 
tives to  be  benefited  should  be  ascertained,  that  he  should 
not  have  intended  their  interests  to  become,  necessarily,  at 
the  same  time,  interests  in  possession*  It  may  be  aigued, 
plausibly,  perhaps  soundly,  that  the  words  now  under  con- 
sideration, are  not  substantially  more  favorable  to  the  plain- 
tifis,  than  the  language  of  the  will  in  Barlow  v.  Salter  was, 
to  the  unsuccessfiil  par^  there."  And,  again, — ^'^  It  may, 
on  the  other  hand,  be,  without  absurdity,  if  without  success, 
contended,  that,  even  supposing  it  to  be  dear^  that  the  word, 
'  alive,'  does  not  refer  in  point  of  time  to  the  date  of  the 
will,  or  the  testator's  death,  it  is  consistent  with  a  reasonably 
possible  intention  on  the  testator's  part,  and  with  fiiir  inters 
pretation  of  his  language,  to  read  the  will,  as  making  the 
time  of  the  death  of  his  last-surviving  child,  the  appointed 
period  of  actual  division  among  the  collateral  relatives,  if 
any,  becoming  entitled;  as  providing  that  their  interests 
were  then  to  be  interests  in  possession,  or  never  to  arise. 
The  plaintifis  may  farther,  not  absurdly,  if  not  successftilly, 
contend,  that  such  a  restrictive  construction,  ut  res  magis 
valeat,  is  one  to  be  adopted,  if  rationally  possible ;  one  to 
be  favored,  and  which  has,  by  great  judge%  and  the  highest 
authority,  been,  in  analogous  instances,  favored ;  and  that, 
of  the  cases  bearing  on  this  kind  of  question,  some  at  least 
proceed  upon  evidence  of  intention,  not  stronger  than  the 
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present  case  afiR>rds,  in  favor  of  the  restrictive  construction." 
The  learned  judge,  then,  after  noticing  the  presently-cited 
case  of  Campbell  V.  Harding 9  and  showing  the  distinction  in 
the  terms  of  the  limitations  in  the  two  cases,  remarked,  that 
the  will  had  been  brought  under  the  consideration  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls,  and  if  the  view,  taken  by  his  Lordship, 
of  the  instrument  were  correct,  the  limitation,  under  which 
the  plaintifis  churned,  was  void,  and  they  had  not,  nor  ever 
bad,  any  title.  '*  K^  indeed,"  said  his  honor,  '*  independently 
of  the  decree  of  the  M.  R.,  I  could  have  formed  a  conclusion, 
fully  satis&ctory  to  my  mind,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs' 
title,  I  might  probably  have  deemed  it  my  duty,  not  to  give 
way  to  the  disposition  which  I  must  feel,  to  prefer  his  judg- 
ment, to  my  own,  and  to  the  distrust  with  which  I  must 
r^ard  an  opinion  of  mine,  differing  from  his.  But  I  have 
been  unable  to  form  such  a  fully  satis&ctory  conclusion. 
A  judicial  dissent,  on  my  part,  from  that  which  he  has  adju- 
dicated, ought  to  be  founded  on  the  clear  conviction  of  my 
mind,  that  the  decision  is  erroneous.  Such  a  clear  convic- 
tion I  do  not  feeL  On  the  whole,  I  must  consider  Lord 
Langdales  authority,  as  outweighing  any  doubts  of  mine, 
and  deferring  to  it,  and  swayed  by  it,  though  not  fully 
satisfied,  that,  in  its  absence,  I  should  have  arrived  at  the 
same  conclusion,  I  dismiss  the  bilL" 

These  observations  of  the  very  learned  judge  fully  esta-  Effect  and 
blish,  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  circumstance,  of  a  gift-over  decision  in 
on  a  dying  without  issue,  being  made  dependent  on  the   ^i^' 
event,  of  persons  in  esae  being  then  living,  is  sufficient  to 
justify  the  restrictive  construction.     His  honor's  doubt  ap- 
pears to  have  had  regard,  chiefly,  to  the  question,  whether, 
in  the  case  before  him,  the  terms  of  the  gift-over  required, 
not  only,  that  the  objects  of  it  should  be  existing  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  first  takers,  but  that  that 
must  also  be  considered,  as  the  period  of  actual  division 
among  them, — as  providing, in  fact,  "that  their  interests  wer6 
then  to  be  interests  in  possession,  or  never  to  arise."    In  order 
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to  justify  the  construction  in  question,  it  is,  obviously,  neces- 
sary, that  such  should  be  the  meaning  of  the  contingency 
affecting  the  objects  of  the  ulterior  limitation ;  for  if  it  be 
merely  intended,  that  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  first  taker 
shall  be  the  period,  at  which  the  number  and  deicription  of 
the  obfectg  of  the  gift^-over  shall  be  ascertainedy  the  reference 
to  that  period  does  not,  necessarily,  nor  can,  properly,  give 
rise  to  the  restrictive  construction. 

It  appears,  from  the  remarks  of  the  Vice  Chancellor,  that 
the  case  of  Garratt  v.  Cockerell  is  pending  on  appeal  before 
Lord  Chancellor  Lyndhurst ;  upon  whose  decision,  the  in- 
tegrity of  the  doctrine  under  consideration  may  be  sud,  in 
some  measure,  to  depend. 

It  is  worthy  of  observation,  that  the  V.  C,  in  his  observa- 
tions upon  the  case  just  considered,  expressed  his  opinion,  that 
the  case  of  Campbell  v.  Harding^  noticed  presently,  would, 
if  the  words  in  the  ulterior  limitation  had  corresponded  with 
those  of  the  gift-over,  in  Garratt  v.  Cockerell,  have  been 
decided,  in  accordance  with  the  doctrine  of  restrictive  con- 
struction, grounded  on  the  words,  '*  then  living,**  or  the  like. 
Words « then        It  will  have  been  already  apparent,  from  the  passages 
have  reference   above  quoted  fix>m  the  judgment  in  Garratt  v.  CociereU, 
Tt^uS^b       ^^^  ^^  ^®  limitation-over  be  merely  made  to  such  members 
decease,  and      Qf  ^  class  as 'shall  be  livinff  at  the  time  of  the  failure  of  issue, 

not  to  event  of  °  .  ''  ,      ,  ^ 

failure  of  issue,  whenever  it  may  happen,  there  is  no  ground  whatever,  for 
^^      ^'         a  construction,  restricting  the  &ilure  to  the  ancestor's  death, 

so  far  as  it  may  depend  on  any  such  circumstance.  Thus, 
in  a  late  case,  (r)  a  testator  directed,  that  in  the  event  of  the 
death  of  his  daughter,  C.  M.,  without  lawful  issue,  certain 
property,  which  he  had  bequeathed  to  her/ should  be  equally 
divided  betwixt  his  nephews  and  nieces  that  should  be  living 


(r)  CamfMlv.  Harding,  2  Buss.  358;    1   Eden,   119;   Detiomekn  r. 

&  My.  390.    S,  C.tub  nam.  Candy  IFolftcr,  2  Eden,  261.     Stdmde'yM^^ 

y.  Caamfi^Ut  2  CI.  &  Fin.  421  ;    8  ment  in    Murray  t.    AddmibneJk,  4 

Bligh,  N.  S. ,  469.    And  see  the  ear-  Russ.  407. 
lier  cases  of  Wright  f*  Pwrwn,  Ambl. 
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ai  the  time.  It  was  held,  both  in  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
and  in  D.  P.,  that  the  gift-over  was  void  for  remoteness.  Lord 
Broughams  C,  made  the  following  pertinent  observations, 
in  reference  to  the  aigiiment  which  had  been  ui^ged, 
that  the  words  of  qualification,  in  the  ulterior  Umitation, 
restrained  the  generality  of  the  expression,  ^*  decease  without 
lawful  issue,"  to  a  fidlure  of  issue  at  the  death  of  C.  H. : — 
"  It  is  impossible,  according  to  any  fair  principle  of  con- 
struction, to  carry  the  case  fiirther  upon  the  expression,  *  at 
the  time,'  than  upon  the  word,  *  then,'  used  as  an  adverb  of 
time.  The  question  then  resolves  itself  into  this,  ought 
that  expression  to  be  construed,  as  referring  to  the  time 
of  the  decease,  or  to  the  time  of  the  failure  of  issue  ?  And 
that  again  brings  us  round  to  the  point,  from  which  the 
inquiry  originally  set  out,  that  is  to  say,  to  the  construction 
to  be  put  upon  the  clause  of  gift  itself.  Indeed,  it  is  only, 
by  a  petitio  principiif  or  something  very  like  it,  that  the 
least  shadovr  of  aigument  can  be  founded  on  the  expression, 
'  living  at  the  time,'  and  that  only,  by  itnporting  it  into  the 
clause,  from  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will."  And,  again, — 
**  The  time  indicated  may  be,  of  issue  living  at  the  death  of 
the  first  taker,  or  it  may  point  to  an  indefinite  fidlure  of  issue. 
If  the  limitation  can  be  made  out,  by  context,  to  mean,  at  the 
death,  you  do  not  want  the  words,  for  you  have  the  estate 
by  the  limitation.  If  the  other  construction  is  put  oil  them> 
the  case  is  decided  against  the  limitation-over." 

8.  Whenever  a  term  or  other  chattel  is  bequeathed  to  8.  Bequest  of 
two  or  more  persons,  and,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  I^potm  of  a 
either  or  any  of  them,  to  the  survivors  or  survivor,  it  is  said,  cl««  of  persons, 
that  the  failure  of  Issue  referred  to  will  be  construed  to 
be,  a  fmlure  of  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  parent ; 
VL  personal  benefit  being  supposed  to  be  intended  for  the 
sarviving  l^atees,  which  is  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  an 
indefinite  fidlure  of  issue. 

As  the  state  of  the  law  on  this  subject  cannot  be  con-  Ctae  of  ffughet 
sidered  perfectly  settled,  it  will  be  proper,  to  take  a  brief  ^' 
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review  of  the  authorities  bearing  upon  it  The  first  case  to 
be  noticed  is  that  of  Hughes  v.  Sayer,  («)  where  J.  H.,  by 
his  will,  bequeathed  certain  shares  in  his  residuary  personal 
estate,  to  his  nephew  and  niece,  f  •  H.  and  A.  H.,  and 
if  either  of  them  should  die  without  childrefh  then,  to  the 
survivor.  Upon  the  queslion,  whether  this  bequest*over  of 
a  personal  estate,  upon  the  legatees  dying  without  children, 
(which  was  treated  as  synonymous  with  issue,)  was  good,  or 
not;  Sir  J.  Jtkyll  was  of  opinion,  that  the  words,  dyi$ig 
without  children,  must  be  taken  to  mean,  children  Umng 
at  the  death  of  the  party :  that  they  could  not  be  taken 
in  the  other  sense,  that  is,  whenever  there  should  be  a 
failure  of  issue,  because  the  immediate  limitation-over  was, 
to  the  surviving  devisee,  and  it  was  not  probable,  that 
if  either  of  the  devisees  should  die  leaving  issue,  the 
siurvivors  should  live  so  long,  as  to  see  a  fiulure  of  issue, 
which,  in  notion  of  law,  was  such  a  limitation,  as  might 
endure  for  ever :  and  that  as,  therefore,  the  testator  must  be 
intended  to  mean,  a  dying  without  children  livii^  at  the 
death  of  the  parent,  the  devise-over  was  good. 
Case  of  NU  The  next  case  is  NiehoUs  v.  Skinner,  \fy  (decided  in  the 

skiimer.  year  Allowing  the  decision  in  the  case  last  stated,)  where 

J.  N.,  by  hi»  will,  devised  certain  real  estate,  and  also  some 
stock,  to  his  three  children,  to  be  divided  ainl  paid  at  their 
respective  ages  of  twesity-one,  or  days  of  marriage,  and 
if  any  of  them  should  die  before  that  age  or  day  qfmarrie^, 
or  if  any  of  them  should  die  without  issue,  then,  the  share  or 
shares  of  him  or  them  so  dying  to  go  to  the  survioars 
or  survivor,  and  to  their  heirs.  Upon  a  bill  filed  by  the 
eldest  sou,  on  his  marriage  under  twenty-one,  for  an  account 
and  payment  of  his  share,  it  was  decreed,  that  the  rents  and 
income  of  the  pn)perty  should  be  invested,  until  the  son 
should  attain  twenty^one,  when  he  was  to  have  one-third 
of  the  stock,  and  the  produce  thereof.     Here,  we  perceive, 

^«)  1  P.  WvoB.  634. 

It)  Pre.  Ch.  528  ;  better  reported  in  2  Men  135. 


SBC.  m. — 8tJ&  lJ       on  FAn^URE  OF  IS8DB.  339 

die  bequest-over  of  the  stock  was  treated  as  void,  upon  the 
ground  (as  must  be  presumed)  of  the  remoteness  of  the 
event ;  and  the  fact,  of  the  bequest  being  to  the  survivors, 
could  not,  therefore,  have  been  considered,  as  restricting  the 
prior  vrords,  referring  to  a  failure  of  issue,  to  mean,  a  dying 
without  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  parent.  And  the 
reason  must  be  supposed  to  be,  that  the  circumstance,  of  the 
bequest-over  being  to  the  survivors  and  their  heirsy  excluded 
the  notion  of  a  personal  benefit  being  intended  for  the  survi- 
Yors,  which  was  the  chief  ground  of  the  decision  in  Hughez 
▼.  Sayer.  There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  direction 
respecting  the  real  estate^  in  NichoUs  v.  Skinner^  which,  it 
should  seem,  is  to  be  accounted  for,  by  the  &ct,  that,  as  the 
soil  took  an  estate-tail,  by  implication,  the  limitation  to  the 
survivors  would  be  good  as  a  remainder,  which  might  be  bar- 
red by  the  tenant  in  taiL  One  thing  seems  clear,  however : — 
that  NichoUs  v.  Skinner  did  not  (as  has  been  supposed,)  (u) 
over-rule  Hughes  v.  Sayer,  by  reason  of  the  great  di£krence 
between  the  limitations  to  the  surviving  legatees,  in  the  two 
cases,  arising  out  of  the  circumstance,  of  the  bequest,  in  the 
Ibrmer,  being  extended  to  the  representatives  of  the  sur* 
vivors. 

In  the  case  of  Atkinson  v.  Hutchinson,  (v)  a  term  was  be-  Case  of  Atkim- 
qoeathed  to  A.,  for  lite,  and  after  his  decease,  to  such  chil-  $<m. 
dren  as  the  testator  should  leave  at  the  time  of  his  decease ; 
and  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  any  or  either  of  the  child' 
ren  without  leaving  issue,  to  the  survivors  of  thefn  ;  and  if  all 
such  children  should  die  without  leaving  any  issue,  then,  to 
B* :  and  it  was  held,  that  the  bequest  to  B.  was  good.  The 
decision  was  not  rested  upon  any  supposed  effect,  of  the 
bequest  to  the  survivors  of  the  children,  in  controlling  die 
fiiilure  of  issue  expressed,  but  proceeded  upon  the  exploded 
distinction,  between  the  bequest  of  leaseholds,  by  words, 
which  would  give  an  express  estate -tail  in  freeholds,  and 

(«)  See  argument  in  RanOa^h  ▼.  (9)  3  P.  Wms.  258. 

Sandagh^  2  My.  &  K.  445. 

Z   2 


T.  SaUer, 
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by  words,  which  would  give  such  an  estate,  only  by  impli* 
cation.  But  the  case  is  noticed  here,  for  the  purpose  of 
introducing  an  observation,  of  Mr.  Feame%  (w)  that  the 
words,  referring  to  the  failure  of  issue  of  the  legatees,  were 
not  strictly  applicable  to  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  6e- 
cause  the  first  executory  limitation  was  to  the  survivors; 
upon  which  ground,  that  learned  writer  considers,  the  deci- 
sion, in  favor  of  the  ulterior  limitation  to  B.,  supportable, 
irrespectively  of  the  force  to  be  attributed  to  the  word, 
"  leaving." 
Case  otBiffiom  The  case,  next  to  be  noticed,  is  that  of  Barlow  v.  Salter,  (x) 
in  which,  a  testatrix  bequeathed  her  real  and  personal 
estate,  to  M.  V. ;  *'  in  case  she  died  without  issue,  all  to  be 
divided  between  the  testatrix's  four  nephews  and  nieces,  N., 
W.,  C,  and  K  ;  C.'s  part,  only  for  life,  and  her  part  to  be 
divided  between  the  survivors/*  The  principal  question  for 
decision  was,  how  far  the  bequest  to  C.  for  Hfe  had  the 
efiect,  of  restricting  the  failure  of  issue  referred  to,  so  as  to 
render  all  the  executory  bequests  valid.  But  the  connexion 
of  the  case  with  our  present  subject,  arises  out  of  the  follow- 
ing remarks  of  Sir  W,  Grant,  M.  R.,  made  in  the  course 
of  his  observations,  relative  to  the  position  of  the  three  per- 
sons, who  took  absolute  interests  under  the  Executory 
bequests,  transmissible  to  their  representatives : — ''  Their 
right,  even  to  C's  fourth,  will  not  depend  on  their  being 
alive  at  her  death ;  for  the  word,  '  survivors,'  as  here  used, 
has  the  same  sense  as  the  word,  'others';  as  has  been 
frequently  decided."  This  remark  seems  to  deny  to  a  be- 
quest to  survivors  of  several  legatees,  a  controlling  force,  in 
regard  to  previous  words,  referring  to  a  fiulure  of  issue  of 
some  of  them ;  inasmuch  as,  by  holding,  that  the  title  of 
the  executory  legatees  does  not  depend  on  their  surviving 
the  &ilure  of  issue  intended,  the  sole  ground  for  attributiiig 
to  them,  such  a  restrictive  operation,  is  taken  away. 

(»)  C.  R.  480.  (jr)  17  Yes.  479. 
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Next  in  order,  is  the  case  of  Mastey  v.  HucUonf  (y)  in  Caseof  AfaiMgr 
which,  there  was  a  charge  of  two  several  legacies  of  300A  ^' 
each,  upon  real  estate,  in  &vor  of  A.  and  B. ;  and  in  case 
A.  or  B.,  should  die  without  issue,  then,  the  whole  of  the 
siud  two  legacies  logo  to  the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors^ 
administrators^  or  assigns  :  one  of  the  legatees  dying  with- 
out issue  in  the  testator's  lifetime;  it  was  held,  that  the 
legacy  lapsed.  This  case,  it  will  be  perceived,  resembles 
NichoUs  v.  Skinner,  in  that,  the  words  of  representation, 
superadded  to  the  limitation  to  the  survivors,  excluded  all 
idea  of  any  personal  benefit  being  intended  them;  and 
upon  that  ground  the  decision  was  rested.  While,  however, 
the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case  did  not  admit  of  the 
words,  **  die  without  issue,"  receiving  a  restricted  interpre- 
tation, by  force  of  the  bequest-over.  Sir  W.  Grant  (in  sin- 
gular inconsistency  with  his  own  above-quoted  remark,  in 
the  case  of  Barlow  v.  Salter,)  thus  forcibly  observed  upon 
the  general  presumption,  arising  firom  a  bequest  to  the 
survivors  of  legatees,  upon  failure  of  issue  of  any  of  them. 
**  Primd  f€une^  sdd  that  learned  judge,  '^  a  bequest-over,  to 
the  survivor  of  two  persons,  after  the  death  of  one  without 
issue,  furnishes  the  presumption,  that  an  indefinite  failure 
of  issue  could  not  be  in  the  testator^s  contemplation ;  for  it 
will  be  intended,  that  the  survivor  was  meant,  individually 
and  personally,  to  enjoy  the  legacy,  and  not  merely,  to  take 
a  vested  interest,  which  might  or  might  not  be  accompanied 
by  actual  possession.  For,  if  the  survivorship  be  necessary, 
only  to  vest  the  interest,  and  to  render  it  transmissible,  the 
objecdon  of  remoteness  is  not  at  all  obviated,  and  the  re- 
strictive presumption  does  not  arise.  Now,  the  addition  of 
the  words,  *  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,'  excludes 
the  presumption,  that  it  was  a  mere  personal  benefit,  that 
was  intended  for  the  survivor.  For,  though  there  should  be 
no  such  failure  of  issue  as  would  enable  him  personally  to 
take,  yet  his  representatives  would  be  entitied  to  claim,  in 

(jf)  3]f«r.  130.   And feo  Cnmder      fkrictiYe  oonstrnction  adopted  had  no 
T.  Sitnic  3  Run.  217 ;  but  the  re-      fefereoce  to  the  word,  ^  innriTon.'* 
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his  right,  whensoever  the  failure  should  happen.  It  is, 
therefore,  not  a  personal,  but  a  transmissible  interest,  and, 
consequently,  the  ground  fiiils,  on  which  alone,  the  words, 
*  dying  without  issue,'  could  have  received  a  restricted  in- 
terpretation." 
Cue  of  The  only  remaining  case  to  be  noticed,  is  that  of  Ranelagb 

Hwuiofk.  *  V.  jRanelaghf  (z)  where,  after  an  absobite  bequest  to  one  of  his 
daughters,  the  testator  bequeathed  four  several  legacies,  to 
two  others  of  his  daughters,  and  his  two  younger  sons,  for 
their  respective  natural  Utes ;  l^al  interest  at  five  pounds 
per  centum  to  be  paid  to  all  of  them,  on  their  legacies,  until 
the  testator's  eldest  s(m  should  attain  twenty-one ;  and  in 
case  of  the  demise  of  any  of  the  legatees  mthout  legitimate 
issue,  then,  his  or  her  proportions  to  be  divided  equallg 
amongst  the  survivors.  The  legatees  claimed  the  absolute 
interest  in  their  respective  legacies,  on  the  ground,  that 
the  gift-over,  in  case  of  the  demise  of  any  of  them  without 
issue,  was  to  be  referred  to  an  indefinite  fmlure  of  issue, 
and,  therefore,  operated  to  vest  the  absolute  interest  in  the 
first  takers.  Sir  John  Leach,  M.  R.,  said,  he  adopted 
the  language  of  Sir  W,  Grant,  in  Massey  v.  Hudson, 
and  took  the  rule  to  be,  that  if  separate  legacies  are 
given  to  two  or  more  persons,  with  a  limitation-over,  to  the  ^ 
survivor  or  survivors,  in  case  of  the  death  of  either  without 
issue,  the  presumption,  primd  facie,  was,  that  the  testator 
had  not  in  his  contemplation,  an  indefinite  fiulure  of  issue ; 
and  he  also  said,  that,  so  far  fi*om  there  being  any  circum- 
stance, to  repel  this  presumption,  iq  the  case  under  con- 
sideration, it  was  fortified  by  the  fact,  that  the  legacies  were, 
in  the  first  place,  given  for  life  only.  The  case  was  brought 
before  Lord  Brougham,  on  appeal,  who,  after  noticing 
three  circumstances,  tending  to  rebut  the  construction 
which  would  give  an  absolute  interest  to  the  legatees,  {visu, 
first,  the  testator  having  expressly  given  an  absolute  interest 
to  one  legatee ;  secondly,  the  fixing  a  rate  of  interest  which 

(2)  2  Mjr.  &  K.  441.    And  see      My.  408 ;  and  Leeming  v.  SkemUif 
dieta  of  Lord  SnmghaaL^  2  Rius.  &       1  Hare,  14« 
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the  legatees  were  to  have,  for  a  given  period ;  aatl,  thirdly^ 
the  bequests  of  the  legacies  being  all  expressly  for  the  live* 
of  the  legatees,)  said,  that  they  greatly  favored  the  opinion, 
that  the  word,  '*  sorvivors,"  was  used,  in  its  plain  and  obvious 
sense,  as  meaning,  such  of  the  four  individuals  named  as 
should  be  living,  when  any  of  them  should  happen  to  die ; 
and  that,  if  such  should  be  the  meaning  of  the  word,  then  it 
was  dear,  that  the  failure  of  issue  was  at  once  restricted,  to 
failure  of  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  deceased  l^atee. 
His  lordship  also  took  occasion  to  observe,  that  his  decision 
rested  upon  the  special  circumstances  noticed,  and  that, 
therefore,  it  was  not  a  decision  upon  the  general  principle, 
and  did  not,  indeed,  go  so  far  towards  it,  as  either  the 
doctrine  of  Sir  fV.  Orant,  in  Afassey  v.  HudsoUf  or  the 
decision  of  Sir  /•  Jekyllj  in  Hughes  v.  Sayer, 

It  is  diflEkult,  to  arrive  at  any  positive  conclusion,  from  the  General  result 
foregoing  authorities,  upon  the  quesUon  under  consideration.  ^tbon^M  on 
On  the  one  hand,  the  decision  in  Hughes  v.  Sayer ^  (unaf-  ^^  P^^*'^ 
fected,  as  we  have  seen,  by  NichoUs  v.  Skinner^)  the  opinion 
of  Mr.  Feamef  in  r^ard  to  the  case  of  Atkinson  v.  Hut-- 
ehinsoUf  and  the  dicta  of  Sir  fV.  Grant,  in  the  case  of 
Afassey  v.  Hudson,  and  of  Sir  John  Leach,  in  Ranelagh  v. 
Ranelagh,  strongly  support  the  doctrine,  that  a  gift  to  survi- 
vors of  several  persons,  upon  the  death  of  any  of  them  without 
issue,  restricts  thefidlure  of  issue,  to  the  death  of  the  parent ; 
while,  at  the  same  time,  the  observation  of  Sir  IV.  Orant, 
in  Barlow  v.  Salter,  (albeit  irreconcileable  with  his  subse- 
quent remarks,  in  Massey  v.  Hudson,)  and  the  guarded  and 
cautious  language  of  Lord  Brougham,  in  Ranelagh  v.  Bane- 
lagh,  with  his  apparent  eagerness  to  rest  his  decision  of  the 
case,  upon  other  grounds  than  the  supposed  rule,  seem  to 
require  hesitation  in  the  adoption  of  the  doctrine  in  ques- 
tion, as  a  settled  rule  of  construction.  It  may  be  observed, 
however,  that  the  preponderance  of  authority  is  supported 
\i^\X\Q  principle  of  law,  which  socks  to  establish  Executory  be- 
quests of  personal  estate,  depending  upon  a  failure  of  issue. 
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by  taking  advantage  of  any  circumstances,  connected  -mih 
the  limitations^  which  may  reasonably  be  understood  to  in- 
dicate, that  the  failure  intended  was,  a  dying  without  issue 
living  at  the  death. 
Words  of  Of  couxse,  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that  wherever  words  of 

sQDeradded  to  representation  (such  as, "  executors  and  admmistrators,  ;  are 
^»ativriin7^  superadded  to  the  limitation  to  the  survivors,  all  presumption, 
mferenoe  in  ^f  personal  or  individual  enjoyment  being  intended  for  them, 
r-estrictive  con-  is  excluded ;  and,  in  such  case,  therefore,  there  is  no  ground 
for  giving  the  words,  *^  die  without  issue,''  &c.,  a  restricted 
interpretation. 
IfgifttoTOr-         We  have  here  to  observe,  in  connexion  with  the  subject, 

TiTors  has  the  .  ... 

effect  of  of  the  force  to  be  attributed  to  a  limitation  to  the  survivors 

restrictinff  the       r»  ii-  •  j^  j«         _^«  i»«i  o 

failure,  subse-  of  several  legatees,  m  regard  to  words,  importmg  a  failure  of 
Son^onTaU*"  ^"^  °^  ^^^  ^^  more  of  them,  that  it  should  seem,  if,  by 
of  issue  of  all     virtue  of  such  a  limitation,  the  failure  of  issue  is  restricted 

members  of  the 

class,  subject  to  to  the  death  of  the  parent,  so  as  to  enable  the  bequest  to 
8Mtt9  coqstruG-  j|^^  surviving  legatees  to  take  effect,  a  subsequent  bequest- 
over,  on  failure  of  issue  of  all  the  legatees,  by  the  same 
words  as  are  used  to  introduce  the  cross^limitation,  vrill  be 
equally  good ;  as  it  is  but  reasonable,  to  give  the  same  words, 
the  same  construction,  in  an  ulterior  limitation,  as  they 
bear,  in  a  limitation  immediately  preceding,  applied  to  the 
same  subject  (a) 
9.  Ciroum.  g   j^  jg  ^^\\  established,  that  the  words,  «  at"  or  **  after 

stance  of  '  ^  ' 

ulterior  limita-  his  decease,"  introduced  in  a  limitation-over  of  personal 
introduced  by  estate,  to  take  effect  upon  the  death  and  default  of  issue  of 
Us depease^  a  prior  legatee,  have  the  effect,  of  restraining  the  fisdlure  of 
^^*  issue,  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  legatee. 

Thus,  in  a  case  before  cited,  (&)  a  testator,  afler  making 
his  wife  executrix,  bequeathed  to  her,  all  his  goods  and 
chattels,  provided,  that  if  she  should  die  without  issue  by 
the  testator,  theUt  after  her  decease^  SOL  should  remain  to 

(4)  Vidt  $upra,  p.  242.     Radford  {b)  Pinhury  ▼.  EVdm,  1  P.  Vfma. 

V.  Radford^  1  Keen,  486.    And  see      563.     Sed  vide,  obserratioaB  of  Lotd 
?.  C.  R.  481.  Hardwieke,  1  Yes.  sr.  337,  238« 
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the  testator's  brother :  and  it  was  held,  that  the  bequest-over 
was  good ;  the  words,  then  after  (L  e.  immediatehf  after,  (c)) 
the  decease  of  the  testator's  wife,  being  repugnant,  if  the 
dying  without  issue  should  be  taken  in  the  sense,  whenever 
there  should  be  a  fiulure  of  issue. 

So,  also,  where  (c()  a  testator  bequeathed  a  leasehold 
estate,  to  his  wife,  M.  P.,  for  life,  and,  after  her  decease,  to 
his  son,  S.  P.,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  their  heirs 
aod  assigns  for  ever ;  but  in  default  of  such  issue,  then,  after 
hii  decease,  to  go  to  T.  W.,  his  heirs  and  assigns;  the 
question  was,  whether  the  Executory  bequest  to  T.  W.  was 
valid :  and  the  Court  of  B.  R.,  on  a  case  sent  from  Chancery, 
certified,  that  they  were  of  opinion,  that  the  entire  and 
absolute  interest  in  the  term  passed  to  T.  W.,  on  the  ground, 
that  the  words,  *^  but  in  default  of  such  issue,  then,  after 
his  decease^  to  T.  W.,"  showed,  that  the  testator's  intention 
was,  that,  if  S.  P.  did  not  leave  any  issue  at  his  death,  the 
sobsequent  limitation  should  take  effect 

Yet  again,  where  {e)  a  testator  bequeathed  leasehold  pro- 
perty, to  his  daughter  and  her  children,  and  in  de&ult  of 
snch  issue,  and  in  case  of  her  death,  to  A.  and  B. ;  upon  the 
question,  whether  the  limitation-over  was  too  remote.  Sir 
Thomas  Plumer,  M.  R.,  held,  that  the  words,  ^  in  default  of 
soch  issue,"  must  be  taken  in  connexion  with  those  that 
follow ;  viZ;  ^'  in  case  of  her  death ;"  in  which  case,  they 
referred  to  the  same  period,  and  meant,  a  failure  of  issue 
at  her  death,  whereupon  the  limitation-over  was  to  take 
effect 

And,  once  more,  where  (/)  a  testator  by  his  will  be- 
queathed one-fourth  part  of  his  personal  estate,  to  his  son. 


(e)  SlnivMfe,  as  to  this,  observations  And  see  also  the  cases  of  Paine  ▼. 

of  Sr  W.  Grttni^  in  JDonm  ▼.  Amy,  S^raiton,  cited  2  Atk.  647,  and  re- 

19  Vcs.  648.  ported,  3   Bro.  Pari.  Ca.  257 ;  and 

(rf)   WiOhuom  ▼.   Somih,  7  T.  R.  Trotter  t.  OsuHild,  1  Cox,  317. 

^^  (/)  JRaekttraw  ▼.   VUe,  1  Sim.  & 

(<)    Gewier  n    Cadbg,  Jac.  346.  Stu.  604. 
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Buty^'aftor 
him/*  not 
attended  by 
any  restrictive 
force. 


10.  Circum- 
gtance  of 
limitation  on 
feilnre  of  issue 
being  preceded 
by  power  of 
appointment 
among  issao, 
given  to  first 
taker. 


and,  by  a  codicil,  declared,  that  that  share  should  be  only  for 
the  natural  life  of  the  son  and  his  wife,  provided  they  had  no 
iuue,  and,  at  their  death,  should  fall  into  the  residue ;  it 
was  held,  by  Sir  /•  Leach,  V.  C,  that  the  feilure  of  issue 
was  restricted  to  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  son  and 
his  wife,  by  force  of  the  words,  by  which  the  ulterior  dispo- 
sition was  introduced. 

But  the  words,  *'  after  him,"  will  not  have  the  same  effect, 
of  confining  previous  general  words,  referring  to  a  failure  of 
issue,  as  the  expression,  ^*  after  his  decease."  Thus,  upon  (^) 
a  bequest  of  real  and  personal  estate,  to  B.  D.,  and  his  male 
issue,  and  for  want  of  such  issue,  after  him,  to  W.  D.,  and 
his  male  issue,  and  so,  in  like  manner,  to  others ;  the  ques- 
tion was,  whether  the  above  words  gave  the  absolute  inter- 
est in  the  personalty,  to  R.  D.,  or  a  life  interest  only,  vrith 
an  Executory  bequest  to  W.  D.,  in  the  event  of  .B.  D.'s 
death,  without  leaving  male  issue ;  and  Sir  fF.  Grant,  after 
referring  to  Pinbury  v.  Elkin,  said,  that  there  was  no  deter- 
minate period  assigned,  vi».,  the  death  of  the  first  taker,  as 
in  that  case ;  and  that  there  were  no  drcumstances  arising 
upon  fiur  demonstration,  by  which  alone  the  general  sense 
of  the  words,  **  for  want  of  issue,"  could  be  varied.  (A) 

10.  It  occurs,  in  the  next  place,  to  notice  another  cir- 
cumstance, which  has  been  considered  sufficient,  to  give  a 
restricted  construction  to  w(»ds,  importing  a  failure  of 
issue,  although,  perhaps,  in  some  respects,  its  consideration 
belongs,  more  properly,  to  the  division  of  our  subject, 
appropriated  to  the  construction,  making  the  contingency 
of  a  failure  of  issue,  referential  to  children  or  issue  taking 
under  a  preceding  gift.  The  restrictive  circumstance  in 
question  is  that,  of  a  power  of  appointment  or  selection, 
among  the  issue  of  the  first  taker,  being  vested  in  him ;  in 
virtue  of  which,  there  is  an  implied  gift  to  the  issue  living 
at  his  decease,  (t) 


(jf)  Zhnn  w,  Pennp,  1  Mer.  20. 
(A)  Ptr  Lord    Thurlow,  in  Biff^e 


V.  Bemley,  I  Bn>.  C.  C.  190. 
(t)   2    Jann.    Pow.    Dev.    59i>. 
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This  doctrine  proceeds  on  a  rule  of  law,  that  where  a  Onmnds  of 
pcvwer  is  given  in  terms,  which  show,  that  the  title  of  the  oooftnictioD 
objects  of  it  to  the  property  is  not  intended,  to  be  depend-  ^J^^J^nc* 
ent  on  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  with  which  the  first 
taker  is  inyested,  but  that  be  is  merely  to  have  a  power  ci 
appordoning  the  shares  or  interests  of  the  objects,  they  will 
take,  in  the  event  of  and  notwithstanding  de&ult  in  execu- 
tion of  the  power  by  the  donee  of  it.  (i) 

In  the  case  supposed,  therefore,  of  a  right  of  selection 
among  the  issue  of  the  first  taker,  the  word,  **  issue,*'  does 
not  receive  its  primary  indefinite  rignification,  but  is  con- 
strued to  mean,  issue  living  at  the  first  taker's  death,  being 
the  period,  when  an  actual  division  of  the  property  must 
take  place,  either  according  to  the  appointment  of  the  first 
taker,  or  in  the  proportions,  in  which  the  issue  are^naturaliy 
entitled,  in  defiiult  of  any  explicit  direction  or  gift. 

The  word,  ^  issue,"  being  thus  confined  to  the  significa- 
tion of  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  ancestor,  the  restricted 
construction  of  the  words  introducing  the  gifl-over  is  com- 
pleted, by  holding  them  to  refer  to  the  issue  entitled 
under  the  preceding  impUed  gift;  the  result  of  which  con- 
struction is,  the  validity  of  the  ulterior  limitation,  as  not 
depending  on  too  remote  an  event 

It  will  be  observed,    this   doctrine   assuihes,    that  the  Power  must 
power  and  the  implied  g^  are  co-extensive,  in  regard  to  {^  bc'coSn^ 
the  class  of  issue  comprehended  by  each ;  t.  ^.,  as  includinir  ^  ^"^  ^^^i°s 

*  "  ^^   at  ancestor  s 

only  issue  living  at  the  first  taker's  death.  (/)     And  this,  decease, 
it  is  evident,  is  indispensable,  for,  as  the  implication  of  a 
gift  is  grounded  on  the  inference  derived  fi*om  the  terms 
of  the  power,  if  that  power  embrace  issue,  not  to  be  neces- 
sarily ascertained  at  the  death  of  the  ancestor,  but  at  any 

PowHi  note  to  F.  £i.    Der.  1 88.  Bat  see  one  of  the  authorities  for  the 

2  Hop.  Leg.  401.     Prior  on*  fame/*  doctrine  in  question  cited  in  1  Sug. 

in.  131.  Pow   499,  as  showing,  that  aS  i$$w! 

(A)  2  Sug.  Pow.  177,  184.  wiihin  the  limits  of  remotewB  were 

(0  8m  9  Jarm.  Pow.  Dcv.  592.  embraced  by  the  power. 
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time  ^thin  the  allowed  limits  of  remoteness,  all  ground 
for  restricting  the  implied  gift,  to  issue  living  at  the  an- 
cestor's deceasci  is  taken  away,  and  all  reasonable  foundation 
for  the  gift  itself,  destroyed.  The  supposition,  that,  in  these 
cases,  the  power  extends  to  any  issue  coming  into  existence 
within  the  prescribed  period,  as  has  been  observed,  (m)  not 
only  imputes  to  the  judges,  who  decided  the  cases  that  are 
to  be  cited,  an  inaccuracy  of  statement  in  regard  to  the 
limits  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  which  allows  a  term 
of  twenty-one  years  in  addition  to  a  life,  but  is  entirely 
inconsistent  with  their  restriction  of  the  implied  gift,  and 
the  words  introducing  the  limitation-over,  to  issue  living 
at  the  death,  for  which  there  was  no  pretext,  unless  the 
power  was  so  confined,  and  their  eflPect,  if  not  restricted, 
must  inevitably  have  been,  to  make  the  first  taker  tenant 
in  tail,  or  to  give  him  the  absolute  interest,  which  is  the 
conclusion  against  which  all  the  judges' reasoning  is  directed. 
But  it  is  unnecessary,  further  to  discuss  this  question. 
Suffice  it  to  affirm,  that  unless  the  word,  *' issue,"  be  under* 
stood  to  be  confined  to  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the 
ancestor,  the  circumstance,  of  the  limitation-over  being 
preceded  by  a  power  of  appointment,  will  be  of  no  force 
to  support  such  limitation ;  but  that^  whenever  that  word  is 
so  restricted,  fhe  ulterior  ^ft  will  be  valid,  as  depending  on 
a  fiiilure  of  issue  at  the  death  of  the  first  taker. 
Case  of  Targei  It  remains,  to  state  the  authorities  for  this  doctrine.  The 
first  is  the  case  of  Target  v.  Gaunt,  (it)  where  a  testator 
bequeathed  a  term  of  years,  to  his  son.  A.,  for  life,  and  after 
his  decease,  to  such  of  A/s  issue  as  he  should  by  will 
appoint,  but  if  A.  died  without  issue,  then,  to  B. ;  and  A. 
died  without  leaving  issue:  it  was  determined,  that  the 
limitation  to  B.  was  good,  and,  as  it  seems,  upon  the 
ground,  that  the  power  of  appointment  allowed  to  A., 
among  his  issue,  manifested  an  intention  in  the  testator, 

(»}  2  Jurm.  Pow.  692.  Dev.  (»)  1  P.  Wms.  •132. 
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to  use  the  word,  '*  issue,"  in  the  sense  o(,  such  issue  as  A. 
ihoutd  or  might  appoint  the  term  to,  which  must  be  in- 
tended, issue  living  at  his  death. 

So,  ako,  in  the  case  otHoekley  y.  Mawbey,  (o)  a  testator  Cue  of  Hoek- 
bequeathed  fineehold  and  leasehold  estates,  to  his  wife,  for  ^'''  ^^"^' 
life,  and  after  her  decease,  unto  his  son,  R.^  and  to  his  issue 
lawfbUy  begotten  or  to  be  begotten,  to  be  divided  amongst 
ikm  as  IL  should  think  Jit ;  and  if  R.  should  happen  to  die 
without  issue  lawfully  begotten,  the  estates  were  to  be  sold, 
and  the  produce  divided  between  the  testator's  nephews 
and  nieces:  R.  died  without  issue.  It  was  held,  that  the 
limitation-over,  upon  the  son's  dying  without  issue,  was  not 
too  remote ;  and,  m  support  of  thb  construction,  reliance 
was  placed  upon  the  power  of  division  given  to  the  son, 
which,  it  was  said,  would  be  exercised  and  carried  into 
effect  at  his  death,  and,  to  that  period,  therefore,  the  words, 
"die  without  issue,"  must  be  referred. 

The  doctrine  under  consideration  has,  also,  received  the  Lord  Broug- 
assent  of  Lord  Brougham^  expressed  in  his  judgment  in  the  ^cmmI^  *** 
late  case  of  CampbeU  v.  Harding  ;  (p)  although  his  lord-  SanHmg. 
skip  is  reported  to  have  rested  that  concurrence,  upon 
gnmnds,  by  no  means  so  intelligible  as  those,  which  have 
been  generally  supposed  to  form  the  basis  of  the  doctrine. 
The  Lord  Chancellor's  observations  are  thus  stated : — The 
circumstance,  of  a  limitation,  on  fiiilure  of  issue,  being  pre- 
ceded by  a  power  of  appointment,  '^  was  a  strong  indica- 
tion, that  the  legatee*over  was  to  be  a  person,  of  whom  the 
fiist  taker  is  cognizant,  some  person,  therefore,  in  esse 
during  his  lifetime,  and,  consequently,  hmiting  the  gene- 
i^ty  of  the  expression." 

In  addition  to  these  authorities,  is  to  be  mentioned,  the  Cue  of 
^ery  recent  case  of  Leeming  v.  Sherratt,  (q)  where  a  tes-  shenatt,^' 
tator  bequeathed  to  six  of  his  children,  1000/.,  each,  to  be 

(o)  3  Bio.  C.  GL  83  s  1  Yet.  Jr.  {p)  2  Ross.  &  My.  390. 

143.    And  tee  aUo  the  case  dJUot'  (9)  2  Hare,  14.   And  aee  Keating 

*9>GcacnrfT.  Bt^eg,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  t.  KktOimg^  2  LL  &  Oo.,  temp.  Plim- 

^-  kett,  291.     S$d  vide,  Cnig  v.  Croly, 
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paid  on  their  respectively  attaining  twenty-one,  excepting 
to  such  as  were  girls,  in  which  cases,  he  desired  one-half 
to  be  placed  out  at  interest,  the  mterest  to  be  paid  to  them, 
and  the  principal  disposed  of,  in  such  manner  as  they  might 
direct,  to  their  issue ;  but  in  case  they  should  die  without 
issue,  over.  One  of  the  questions,  in  a  suit  for  the  admi- 
nistration of  the  testator's  estate,  being,  as  to  the  meaning 
to  be  attached  to  the  expression,  **  in  case  they  die  without 
issue,"  it  was  held,  by  Sir  James  Wigram,  Y.  C,  that  those 
words  must  be  construed,  with  reference  to  the  issue  before 
spoken  of^  as  if  the  words  were,  ^  in  case  they  die  without 
such  issue ;"  and  that  the  issue  be/ore  spoken  of  did  not 
mean  issue  indefinitely :  in  support  of  which  construction, 
his  honor  cited  the  above-mentioned  case  of  Target  v. 
OaunL 

Observatimi  on       It  is  observable,  that,  in  the  cases  which  have  been  ad- 

duced,  the  intention  of  the  testator,  that  the  issue  referred 
to  should  take,  whether  any  appointment  were  made,  or  not, 
was  manifested  by  the  very  words  which  give  rise  to  our 
present  inquiries,  viz.,  "  in  default  of  issue  ;"(r)  for,  where 
a  gift  is  intended  to  be  dependent,  simply  on  the  execution 
or  non-execution  of  an  appointment,  irrespective  of  the 
contingency,  of  the  existence  of  the  objects  of  it,  that  event 
is,  of  course,  contemplated,  in  terms,  by  the  words  intro- 
ducing  the  limitation-over, 

Necentfy.tfaat       But,  in  order  to  support  a  restricted  construction,  upon 

power  should       ,      «  /•  j»  .  ,       .  .    . 

raise  an  im-  the  force  of  a  power  of  appointment  among  the  issue,  it  is 
usue  Sving  at  absolutely  necessary,  that  the  power  should  be  such,  as  to 
moMtort         i^^gg  nn  implied  gift  to  the  issue,  in  whose  favor  it  may  be 

exercised,  in  default  of  any  execution  of  the  power.  If  the 
power  be  a  mere  authority,  the  exercise  of  which  rests  in 
the  discretion  of  the  donee,  it  is  obvious,  its  insertion  can 
effect  no  change  in  the  construction  of  the  words  intro- 
ducing the  ulterior  gift. 

Batty,  1 ;  which  case  seems  utterly      cited  in  the  text, 
irreconcileable  with    the  authorities  (r)  See  2  Suf^.  Pow.  184 
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Thus,  in  the  recent  case  of  Simmons  v.  Simmons,  (s)  Caie  of  Shm- 
VV.  SLy  by  his  will,  demised  his  real  and  personal  estates,  simmomt^  ez- 
to  his  brother,  G.  &,  upon  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  ^'^^ 
testatoi^s  daughter,  £.  S.,  for  life,  for  her  separate  use; 
(U  her  decease^  she  mighi  be  at  liberty  to  will  the  same 
to  her  issue,  as  she  might  think  fit;  but  in  case  of 
her  dying  without  issue,  the  testator  devised  the  pro- 
per^^  to  G.  S.  and  A.  S.,  for  their  lives;  and  if  G.  S. 
dxNiId  die  before  £.  S.,  to  the  children  of  G.  S.  Upon 
the  question,  what  interest  £.  S.  took  under  the  will,  it  was 
aigded,  that  the  words,  '^in  case  of  her  dying  without 
iasue,"  meant,  in  case  of  her  leaving  no  issue  to  whom  she 
might  have  willed  the  property,  which,  with  other  circum- 
stances, showed,  that  the  testator  looked  at  the  time  of  his 
dau^ter^s  death,  as  the  period  of  the  number  and  des- 
cription of  the  parties  in  remainder  being  determined.  Sir 
L  Shadwell,  V.  C,  however,  held,  that  the  daughter  took  an 
estate-tail  in  the  realty,  and  an  absolute  interest  in  the 
personal  estate ;  thereby  showing,  that,  in  his  opinion,  an 
mdefinite  &ilure  of  issue  of  the  daughter  was  intended,  (t) 

The  distinction  under  notice  may,  on  the  first  view,  CBaeoiSrwe 
seem  at  variance  with  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Bruce  v* 
Bainbridgej  (u)  decided  in  C.  6.,  in  the  year,  1820.  In 
that  case,  L.  B.  devised  several  estates,  to  his  nephews, 
G.  £.  B.,  L.  B«,  and  C.  B.,  respectively,  and,  after  some 
intermediate  dispositions,  proceeded  thus : — "  And  fiirtiier, 
it  is  my  will,  that  my  said  nephews  shall  not  be  entitled 


(s)  8  Sim.  22. 

(0  In  whatever  view,  the  decision 
IB  this  c«fe  is  regarded,  it  feems  dif- 
Scnlt,  to  taemfo  the  condarion,  that 
technical  legal  import  was  adhered  to» 
ia  digparagement  of  miambiguoosly 
aptened  intentioiL  Bendes  the  cir- 
camstanoe  nentioiied  in  the  text,  the 
^  of  the  first  devise  being  expressly 
for  Hfe,  and  to  the  separate  use  of  the 
Miee,  of  the  first  devise-over  being 


of  Ufe-estaies  only,  and  of  the  substi- 
tuted devise-over  being  to  take  effect» 
in  the  event  of  the  death  of  G.  B.,prior 
to  tht  decease  of  the  person,  the  failure 
of  whose  issue  was  referred  to,  each 
and  all,  pointed  to  a  restrictive  inter- 
pretation of  the  words,  "dying  withoul 
issue,**  as  opposed  to  that  adopted  by 
the  Court. 
(t()  2  Brod.  &  Bing.  123. 
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to  the  actual  seisin  or  possession  of  the  several  estates  herein 
devised  to  them,  until  they  shall  respectively  attidn  their 
several  ages  of  twenty-one  years ;  and,  that  the  issues  and 
profits  thereof,  over  and  above  what  shall  be  thought  neces- 
sary for  their  respective  maintenance  and  education,  shall 
annually  accumulate  for  their  respective  uses,  so  soon  as 
they  shall  attain  the  several' ages  aforesaid;  and,  if  one  or 
more  of  my  said  nephews  shall  happen  to  die  before  he  or 
they  shall  attain  his  or  their  age  or  ages  of  twenty-one 
years  as  aforesaid,  then,  and  in  that  case,  I  devise  the  estate 
and  estates  hereinbefore  devised  to  him  or  them  so  dying, 
to  my  nephew,  J.  B.,  and  his  issue  lawfully  begotten ;  and^ 
if  the  said  J.  shall  happen  to  die  without  issue,  then,  I  de- 
vise the  estates,  which  he  shall  derive  or  be  entitled  to 
under  this  my  will,  to  his  next  brother,  G.  E.  R  ;  ani^for 
default  of  such  issue  in  the  said  O.,  then,  the  estates  of  the 
said  J.  and  G.  to  go  to  and  vest  in  my  nephew,  L.,  and  his 
issue  as  aforesaid;  and,  in  default  of  such  issue  in  the  said 
L.,  then,  the  estates  of  the  said  J.,  G.,  and  L.,  to  go  to  and 
vest  in  my  nephew,  C,  and  his  issue  as  aforesaid ;"  with 
ulterior  limitations,  in  favor  of  another  nephew  and  niece 
of  the  testator,  and  their  issue ;  the  clause  of  gifts  conclud- 
ing thus : — "  It  being  the  intent  and  meaning  of  this  my 
unit,  to  prevent  waste,  by  making  the  several  children  of 
my  brother,  G.,  deceased,  tenants  for  life  only.**  The 
testator  then  declared  it  was  his  will,  that  such  of  his  said 
nephews  as  should  marry,  should  be  authorized  thereby  to 
make  reasonable  settlements,  upon  such  wives  as  they  and 
each  of  them  should  take,  and  to  dispose  of  their  respective 
estates^  to  and  among  the  issue  of  such  marriages^  in  such 
manner  as  they  should  think  proper  to  limit  and  appoint 
the  same.  On  a  case  from  Chancery,  as  to  the  interest 
taken  by  G.  E.  B.,  under  these  devises,  it  was  certified, 
by  the  Court  of  C.  B.,  that  he  took  an  estate  for  life  only. 
Obwmitiou         To  account  for  this  decision,  it  has  been  ingeniously 
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suggested  by  a  learned  writer^  (v)  that  it  was  evident,  the  upon  Brmee  t. 
testator  considered,  he  had  given  some  estate  to  the  issue  of 
6.  £.  B.,  by  reason  of  the  expression,  **  for  de&ult  of  such 
issue  in  the  said  G.,"  used  by  the  testator,  although  he  had, 
in  bet,  made  no  previous  gift  to,  nor  even  mentioned,  the 
issoe  of  that  nephew ;  and  that,  to  render  this  language  con- 
sistent, the  accidental  omission  of  some  prior  limitation  to 
the  issue  of  G.  £•  B.  must  be  supposed ;  and  that  no  limi- 
tation could  be  more  naturally  sup][)lied,  than  that  which 
was  afterwards,  in  e£fect,  contained  in  the  will,  viz,,  to  such  of 
his  issue  as  O.  should  appoint.    But  it  may  be  asked, — why 
this  tortuous  and  strained  interpretation  of  the  testator's 
language?  this  inverting  of  the  order  of  his  dispositions  ? 
Was  it  not  sufficient,  in  order  to  rebut  the  construction  of 
the  nephew  taking  an  estate-taU,  that  the  words,  «in  de- 
bolt  of  such  i^ue,^  in  the  gift-over,  were  absolutely  without 
meaning,  and  nugatory  ?  and  that  there  was,  in  fact,  no 
limitation-over  on  ftiilure  of  issue  of  the  nephew,  neither 
previous  nor  subsequent  to  the   power  of   appointment 
among  the  issue  ?    How  could  the  full-meaning    word, 
'^sach,"  be  rejected,  without  violence  to  the  language  used 
by  the  testator  ?  and,  if  retained,  of  what  force  could  the 
pft-over  be,  in  regard  to  the  raising  an  estate-tail?  But, 
moieover,   the  whole  scheme  of  disposition   in  the  will, 
afforded  no  analogy,  upon  which  to  rest  an  interpolated 
gpft,  such  as  that  su^ested.     As  regards  all  the  other 
nephews,   the  limitations  were,  to  them  and  their  issue, 
without  any  mention  of  a  power  of  appointment,  or  other 
collateral  circumstance  or  contingency.     It  is  evident,  a 
similar  gift  was  intended,  in  the  case  of  the  nephew,  G.  £. 
B^  but  was  inadvertently  omitted ;  and,  being  omitted,  the 
limitation -over,    otherwise    suitable,   became  irremediably 
senseless.     It  was  certain,  that,  as  the  will  stood,  no  estate- 
tail  could  be  raised  in  G.  K  B. ;  and  resort  to  adverse  ar- 

(e)  Prior  on  **  Issue,**  125. 
A  A 
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gament,  founded  on  the  power  of  appointsnent  aoKXig  the 
issue^  waS;  therefore,  unnecessary,  even  were  any  such  aigu* 
mcnt  sustainable.  But  none  such  could  have  been  sustained, 
for  the  power  was,  clearly,  nothing  more  than  an  authority, 
and  raised  no  gift  by  implication  to  the  issue,  as  purcbaseis. 
Independently  of  that,  however,  any  argument  from  the 
power,  would  have  been  objectionable,  seeing  that,  as  re- 
gards the  interests  of  the  other  devisees,  it  operated  nothing, 
there  being  express  Gmitations  to  their  respective  issue; 
which  (as  will  be  presently  shown,)  n^atives  any  controlling 
influence  belonging  to  the  power;  and  it  would  have  beea 
a  strange  decision,  that  should  make  that  power  serve  to 
introduce  an  isolated  construction,  in  reference  to  one  of 
several  gifts,  contemplated  by  it  as  a  ringle  class  or  con* 
tinuous  series,  and  that,  too,  from  a  circumstance  arising  in 
the  mere  neglect  of  the  transcriber. 

The  case  of  Bruce  v.  Bainbridge,  therefore^  is  not  irre- 
concileable  with  that  of  Simmons  v.  Simmons,  and  does  not 
affect  the  rule,  that,  to  support  the  restricted  construction  of 
a  failure  of  issue,  founded  on  the  circumstance,  of  the  an- 
cestor having  a  power  of  appointment  among  the  issue,  the 
case  must  be  one,  in  which  the  issue  living  at  his  deoease 
would  be  entitled  under  an  implied  gift,  in  de&ult  of  ap- 
pointment :  and  that,  because  tte  case,  in  reality^  forma  no 
authority /or  the  doctrine  we  have  been  considering. 
Doctrine  seem^      It  may  be  observed,  that  there  seems  no  ground,  for  coo- 
ciSle  to^ ''       fining  the  application  of  this  doctrine,  to  limitations  of  per- 
lumutions  of     sonalty,  although,  in  the  instances  furnished  by  ^  authori- 
as  ofperson-      ties,  with  the  exception  of  Hockley  v.  Mawbey,  the  subject- 
matter  has  been  personal  estate,  and  notwithstanding  a 
different  view  seems  to  have  been  sometimes  entertained.  (9) 
Rule  does  not        It  must  be  noted,  that  the  restrictive  construction,  g^ronn- 
<Sexpres8         dcd  ou  the  circumstancc  of  a  power  of  appointment  amoi^ 


limitations  to 
issue. 


the  issue,  has  no  application  whatever  to  the  case^  of  an 


(o)  See  )  Jaiu.  Pow.  DeT.  590. 
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freu  limitation  to  issue  of  a  prior  tenant  for  life,  vrhich 
happens  to  be  preceded  by  a  power  of  appointment  in  &vor 
of  children  or  issue,  for  then,  according  to  the  only  rational 
construction,  the  first  taker  has  an  estate-tail,  or,  in  the  case 
of  personalty,  the  absolute  interest,  in  the  same  manner, 
as  if  no  such  power  had  been  inserted,  (w) 

11.  A  circumstance,  to  which,  as  we  have  before  seen,  ii.  CSrcom 
unportance  has  been  attached,  in  putting  an  interpretation  tention  to 
up<m  words  importing  a  ^ure  of  issue,  is  that,  of  the  gift  |^*^^^ifc 
to  the  parent  or  other  ancestor  being  expressly  for  life.  interest 

Thus,  in  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Clever,  (x)  A.,  after  ^ving  Case  of 
several  legacies,  devised,  that  the  rest  and  residue  of  her  choer. 
estate  unbequeathed,  should  be  put  f(Nrth  to  interest,  by  her 
executors,  and  that  one-half  should  be  paid  to  the  testatrix's 
sister,  B.,  during  her  life,  and  the  other  half  of  the  interest, 
unto  her  daughter,  C,  and  she  to  have  one-half  of  the  tes- 
tatrix's household  goods,  and  after  her  mother^s  decease,  to 
have  all  the  interest  durhdg  her  life ;  and  the  testatrix's  will 
was,  that  if  the  said  B.  should  die  without  issue  of  her  body, 
the  principal  of  the  residue  should  be  divided  equally 
between  D.  and  E.,  and  such  children  as  were  or  ahould  be 
bom  of  their  bodies,  then  Hving.     The  question  was,  as  to 
the  validity  of  the  bequest  to  D.  and  E. ;  and  it  was  deter- 
mined, that  that  limitation  was  good,  upon  the  ground  of 
the  distinction  between  the  bequest  of  the  interest  of  money, 
and  the  bequest  of  the  money  itself,  the  former  furnishing 
evidence  of  the  testator's  intention,  to  use  the  words,  ''  dying 
without  issue,"  in  a  sense,  which  would  not  carry  the  whole 
interest  to  the  legatee  for  life.     It  has,  indeed,  been  de-  Obaerrfttiom 
cided,  (y)  that,  in  the  case  of  a  bequest  of  the  interest  of  a  ckver, 

(«)  See  Se<ae  ▼.  Barter,  2  Bos.  &  (y)  ButterJieldv.Butter/idd,  1  Yes. 

Pull.  485;  JSemoii  ▼.  Wripkt,  2  Bligb,  tr.  133,  154.    TothiUj.Piiti  1  Madd. 

1 ;  Doed.CoUY.  Gcldsmitht2MuA,  488;  S.  C.  Mub  nom.  Earl  of  Chal- 

517 ;  7  Taant.  209 ;  Smitk  ▼.  DeaUt,  ham  ▼.  Daw  TbiAtfl;  6  Bro.  Pari.  Ca. 

5  Hadd.  371 ;  2  Jarm.  Pow.  Dev.  450.  Ghn>er  ▼.  Strothoff,  2  Bro.  C.  C. 

593;  Hayei*  Enquiry,  kc.,  42—55;  33.      Attemey- General  ▼.  BrigflU^  2 

Prior  on  ••  Iwo©;*  119,  120.  Keen,  57. 

(x)  2  Ch.  Rep.  410;  2  Vem.  38. 

A  A  2 
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personal  fund,  for  life,  and  of  the  principal^  after  the  decease 
of  the  legatee  for  life,  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  the  circum- 
stance, of  the  prior  bequest  being  confined  to  the  life  of  the 
legatee,  does  not  prevent  the  whole  fund  vesting  absolutely 
in  him,  under  the  bequest  to  his  issue,  conjoined  with  that 
to  himself:  and  it  has,  in  consequence,  been  sometimes  (z) 
supposed,  that  the  rule  laid  down  in  Smith  v.  Clever,  does 
not  now  obtain.  But  it  is  conceived,  the  two  cases  are  per- 
fectly distinct: — in  that  of  a  bequest,  expressly  for  life,  and, 
afterwards,  to  the  issue  of  the  l^atee,  the  mere  circumstance, 
of  the  prior  bequest  being  of  a  life  interest  only,  cannot 
properly  have   the  effect  of  preventing  the  whole   ftmd 

I 

vesting  in  the  first  taker,  any  more  than,  the  &ct,  of  a 
devise  of  real  estate  being  expressly  for  life,  prevents  a  fee- 
tail  passing  to  the  devisee,  under  a  subsequent  devise  to  the 
heirs  of  his  body,  by  virtue  of  the  Mule  in  SheUey^e  case; 
by  analogy  to  which  rule,  the  absolute  interest,  in  the  case 
supposed,  is  held  to  vest  in  the  legatee  for  life  :  but,  in  the 
case  of  a  bequest  for  life,  and,  in  default  of  issue  of  the 
legatee,  over,  any  enlargement  of  his  interest  must  take 
effect  entirely  by  implications  founded  on  a  construction, 
put  upon  the  words,  referring  to  the  failure  of  his  issue ; 
and  such  implication  may  well  be  repeUed,  by  the  manifest- 
ation of  a  contrary  intention,  afforded,  in  some  d^ree,  by 
the  circumstance,  of  the  prior  bequest  being  expressly  con- 
fined to  the  life  of  the  legatee,  (a) 
Case  of  Aofie.  In  addition  to  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Clever,  in  support  of 
Eandagh.  ^^^  prcsumptiou  wc  are  considering,  it  will  be  remembered, 
that  in  the  before-cited  case  of  Ranelctgh  v.  Ranelagfi,  {b) 
Lord  Chancellor  Brougham  laid  great  stress  upon  the  fact, 
of  the  first  bequests  being  of  life-interests  only,  as  an  aigu* 
ment  against  the  construction  contended  for  in  that  case, 
which  would  give  the  absolute  interest  in  the  legacy  to 
the  legatees  for  life. 

(»)  F.  C.  R.  475,  486.  pp.  270,  271. 

(a)  And  see  tho  observations  of  Mr.  (6)  2  My.  &  K.  441. 

PoweUf  in  his  edition  of  F.  Ex.  Dcv., 
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The  presumption,  in  &vor  of  a  restricted  interpretation  Extent  of 
of  words,  referring  to  a  failure  of  issue,  arising  from  the  cir-  Inflaenoe  of 
cumstance,  of  the  prior  bequest  being  confined  to  the  life  *     «ctni». 
of  the  ancestor,  is  based,  it  will  be  perceived,  solely  upon  a 
regard  to  the  consequences  of  a  contraiy  construction,  which 
mvolves  a  practical  obliteration  of  a  portion  of  the  gift. 
But  this  presumption  will  not,  it  would  seem,  be  allowed, 
except  as  auxiliary  to  other  circumstances,  of  a  like  ten- 
dency ;  for  it  is  clear,  (as  has  been  formerly  remarked,)  that 
a  limitation  of  a  term  or  other  chattel,  to  a  person,  for  life, 
and  if  he  die  without  issue,  over,  simply  operates  to  vest  the 
absolute  interest  in  the  chattel,  in  the  prior  legatee. 

12.  In  addition  to  the  various  expressions  and  circum-  12.  Case  of 
stances,  the  influence  of  which,  upon  wofds  referring  to  a 
fiulure  of  issue,  has  hitherto  engaged  our  attention,  instances 
have,  from  time  to  time,  occurred,  of  others,  of  a  peculiar 
character,  and  not  properly  belonging  to  any  of  the  classes 
before  enumerated,  one  of  which,  it  will  not  be  well,  to 
leave  wholly  unnoticed. 

The  case  in  question,  is  that  of  Keily  v.  Fowler,  (c)  de- 
termined in  Dom.  Proc.,  on  appeal  from  the  Court  of 
Chancery  in  Ireland.  W.  C.  bequeathed  to  his  daughter, 
all  his  worldly  substance,  lands,  stock,  com,  debts,  and 
household  goods ;  provided  she  married  by  the  consent  of 
his  executors ;  and,  after  naming  A.  and  B.  his  executors, 
the  testator  appointed,  that  in  case  his  said  daughter  should 
marry  without  consent,  or  die  without  issue,  all  his  said  sub- 
stance, &C.,  should  return  back  to  his  executors,  to  he  bff 
them  distributed,  in  manner  following :  viz,,  to  his  nephew, 
J.  D.,  lOOA,  to  H.  G.,  501.,  to  each  of  his  executors  afore- 
said, 50/.,  to  his  daughter,  twenty  cows  and  a  horse  only, 
and  the  remainder  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  the 
children  of  the  testator's  sister,  F.  F.  And  upon  the  question, 
of  the  validity  of  the  limitation-over  after  the  death  of  the 

(e)  6  Bro.  Pari.  Ca.  309. 
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testator*s  daughter  \ntfaotEt  issue,  the  House  of  Lotds  (affirm- 
mg  the  decree  oF  the  Court  below)  held,  that  the  bequest 
was  goody  as  being  to  take  effects  on  the  death  of  the 
Nature  of  daughter  without  issue  then  living.  This  decision  appears 
i&%T.  Jbw2er.  to  haTO  proceeded  on  the  ground,  that,  by  the  direction, 
that  the  property  should  return  to  the  executcxsy  to  be  dis- 
tributed by  them,  the  testator  placed  a  ferstmal  trust  and 
confidence  in  the  executors,  and  diowed,  that  he  considered 
the  events,  on  which  the  limitation-over  was  to  take  efiect, 
to  be  such,  as,  if  they  happened  at  all,  would,  in  all  proba- 
bility, so  happen,  in  the  lifetime  of  his  executors,  or  one  of 
them ;  which  was  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  an  indefinite 
fiulure  of  issue,  (d)  In  the  aiguments,  too^  great  stress  was 
hud  on  the  circumstance,  of  the  limitation-over  being  made 
to  the  executors  named  in  the  wHl,  and  of  a  personal  trust 
being  reposed  in  them,  in  support  of  a  construction,  restrict- 
ing the  failure  of  issue  to  the  time  of  the  first  legatee's 
death.  The  legacies  and  other  provisions,  contingent  on 
the  failure  of  issue,  were,  also,  favorable  to  the  construction 
adopted. 

In  addition  to  the  proper  weight  c^  this  case,  it  has  been 
adhered  to,  as  one  of  no  less  authority  at  the  present  day, 
by  eminent  judges.  For  example.  Lord  Broughamj  in  & 
recent  case,  {e)  thus  referred  to  tlus  decision,  and  the 
grounds  of  it :  — ^  The  Court  laid  hold  of  the  circumstance 
of  it  being  a  personal  trust,  the  duties  imposed  on  the 
executors  strongly  implying  a  delectus  personorum:  the 
very  peculiar  form  of  the  direction,  that  the  property  should 
return  back  to  the  executors,  in  order  to  be  divided,  and 
the  nature  of  the  chattels  to  be  given  to  the  daughter,  niz.^ 
twenty  cows  and  one  horse,  in  the  event  of  the  limitation- 

(d)  F.  C.  R.  483.     And  aee  the  circamstftnces  attending  tbe  liniit»> 

observations  of  Mr.  Justice  Butter,  in  tion-over  formed  the  chief  groond  of 

Dm  ▼.  Xyde,  1  T.  R.  537,  where  that  the  decision. 

learned  judge  refers  to  a  full  note  of  (e)  CampbtU  v.  HardiMg^  2  Rasi^ 

the  judgment  in  JTei/y  v.  Fowltr  /  fromi  &  My.  408»  409. 
vhich  it  appears,  that   the  peculiar 
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over  taking  effect,  (J)  were  also  material  features  in  the  case." 
And,  again,  {g) — **  In  KeUy  v.  Fowkr,  the  subject  of  the 
gift  was  to  return  back  to  the  veiy  identical  persotus  delecUs, 
the  executCHS,  and  was  to  be  actually  prodded,  in  terms 
clearly  contemplating  and  expressing  a  desire,  that  it  should 
revert  to  them  personally*"  And,  so,  l%r  /.  £.  Knight  Bruce^ 
V.  C,  in  a  still  later  case,  (A)  after  remarking,  that  the  case 
of  Keify  ▼•  Fowler,  was  decided  in  the  time  of  Lord  Chan- 
cellor C^unden,  and,  it  was  to  be  supposed,  with  his  concur- 
rence, and,  certainly,  in  accordance  with  the  unanimous 
opinion  of  the  consulted  judges,  after  time  taken  to  consider, 
and  that  it  wasj,  in  all  retpecUf  of  the  very  kigheet  ojuthority^ 
thus  forcibly  showed  the  real  extent  and  meaning  of  the 
decision.  *^  Considering  that,  in  that  case,"  said  his  honor, 
^'  the  executors  had  no  discretion  to  exercise,  as  to  the  mode 
of  distributing  the  property;  that  the  daughter  might  have 
died  leaving  issue,  which  might  afterwards  have  failed, 
living  the  original  executors ;  that,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
daughter  might  have  survived  the  executors,  and  might 
afterwards  have  died  vrithout  leaving  issue,  in  which  event, 
the  children  of  the  sister  or  their  representatives  must, 
probably,  have  been  held  entitled  to  take,  whether  those 
children  did,  or  did  not,  survive  the  daughter,  it  may,  I 
think,  be  fiiirly  doubted,  whether  the  circumstances,  held  to 
be  sufficient  to  repel  the  presumption  of  the  unrestricted 
sense  of  the  words,  *  die  without  issue,'  were  more  than  ex- 
ceedingly  slight  circumstances."  And  the  learned  judge 
then  quoted  an  observation  of  WUmot,  C.  J.,  on  delivering 


(/)  In  reference  to  this  argu* 
ment,  it  haa  been  aptly  observed, — 
"This  reason  is  not  so  dear;  the 
dau|(bter  was  not  to  have  these^  only 
in  the  orent  of  her  dying  without 
isMie:  on  the  contrary,  it  seems  to 
have  been  the  testator's  intention,  to 
gWe  them  to  her,  upon  every  contin- 
gency ;  probably,  to  prevent  the  in- 
convenience of  such  property  being 


held  in  trust ;  and  it,  therefore,  comes 
to  the  same  thing,  as  if  he  had  spe- 
cifically bequeathed  them  to  his 
daughter,  and  excepted  them  out  of 
the  residuary  devise. "  Prior  on  **  Is- 
sue,** 86,  87.  See  also  2  Jarm.  Pow. 
Dev.  589. 

(g)  lb.  413. 

(A)  GarraH  v.  Cockerel^  1  You.  & 
tk>ll.,  N.  C.  C,  606,  606. 
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his  opinion  upon  the  case,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  to  show, 
that  the  case  stood  upon  the  evidence  of  the  testator's  inten* 
tion  arising  out  of  the  will,  and  that  it  was  unnecessary  and 
useless,  to  resort  to  decided  cases,  which  did  not  perfectly 
coincide,  for  that  a  will  was  "  the  picture  of  a  man's  mind.'' 
The  case  of  Keily  v.  Fowler  must,  therefore,  be  treated, 
as  one,  decided  upon  the  strength  of  the  indicia  of  intention 
furnished  by  the  will,  which  were,  undeniably,  unfavorable 
to  the  supposition,  that  the  testator  had  in  his  contemplation, 
an  event  of  indefinite  expectancy.  Strictures  may  be  made 
upon  the  force  of  any  particular  circumstance  or  expression, 
and  their  individual  sufficiency  may  be  questioned ;  («) 
but  if  an  intelligible  presumption  may  be  founded  on  the 
whole,  adverse  to  the  construction  of  a  general  failure,  there 
can  be  no  doubt,  that  effect  may  legally  be  given  to  that 
presumption. 

13.  But,  notwithstanding  the  inclination  of  the  Courts,  to 
pay  attention  to  circumstances,  favorable  to  the  construction 
of  a  restricted  failure  of.  issue,  in  regard  to  limitations  of 
circumstance  in  personal  estate,  it  is  clear,  that  mere  presumption  of  inten- 
of  no  force.  tion,  drawn  from  extrinsic  circumstances,  unless  some  ex^ 
pression  of  the  intention^  or  some  circumstance^  from  which 
it  may  be  inferred^  be  found  in  the  instrument^  is  of  no 
value.  (J)  There  must  be  something  apparent  upon  the  face 
of  the  limitations  themselves,  evincing  an  intention,  not 
merely,  that  the  gift  in  question  should  take  effect,  but  that 
it  should  be  dependent,  on  the  event  of  a  dying  without 
issue,  not  indefinite  or  unrestricted. 

The  following  pointed  observations  of  Lord  Brougham 
manifest  the  unwillingness  of  the  judges,  to  expoimd  and 
decide  the  construction  of  instruments,  upon  circumstances 
wholly  independent  of  them.  *'  I  will  not,"  said  his  lord- 
ship, in  a  recent  case,  (Je)  **  be  stopped  by  a  colon  or  a 

(0  Obiervations  of  Lord  Thwrhwt  ham^  in  2  Russ.  &  My.  414. 

in  Bigge  v.   Beiuiey,  1  Bro.   C.  C.  (k)  CampbeUyr.  Hcrdimg^  2  Roil 

190.     2  Jarm.  Pow.  Dev.  689.  &  My.  390. 

0')  Sec  obiervations  of  Lord  ^rott^- 


13.  Extrinsic 
circumstances, 
without  con- 
curring ex- 
pression or 
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period :  if  the  next  succeeding  sentence  is  manifestly  a  sub- 
stantial part  of  the  bequest,  I  shall  treat  it  like  an  act  of 
Pariiament,  which  has  no  stops,  and  read  it  as  a  part  of  the 
bequest ;  but  I  will  not  go  into  another  branch  of  the  will, 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  general  intention.  Of  what 
use  is  it,  to  look  at  intention,  in  these  cases  ?  Did  any  man 
ever  make  a  will,  in  which  he  wished,  that  an  Executory 
devise  should  feil  ?  The  very  making  of  the  will  shows  the 
contrary."  (Q  And  again,  (referring  to  the  particular  case 
then  under  consideration) — ^'  The  testator's  intention,  that 
the  ulterior  limitation  should  take  effect,  was  just  as  plain, 
as  if  he  had  used  the  words,  '  living  at  the  time  of  the  first 
taker^s  death :'  but  a  limitation,  after  the  failure  of  issue 
generally  is  an  event  not  sanctioned  by  the  law :  it  would 
tend,  were  it  effectuated,  to  create  a  perpetuity ;  and,  for 
that  reason,  and  not  with  reference  to  intention,  it  is  not 
permitted." 

Accordingly,  in  the  case  of  Campbell  v.  Harding ;  (m)  Instance  of 
where  the  first  legatee  was  a  natural  child  of  the  testator, 
and  there  was  a  limitation-over,  on  her  death  without  issue, 
and  it  was  argued,  that  the  testator  must  be  presumed  to 
have  intended,  a  failure  of  issue  at  her  death,  in  order  to 
provide  for  the,  otherwise  not  improbable,  contingency,  of 
the  legacy  falling  to  the  Crown,  by  the  legatee's  death  in- 
testate and  without  issue ;  it  was  decided,  that  no  inference, 
in  favor  of  the  restricted  construction,  was  derivable  from  the 
circumstance  in  question,  as  it  was,  simply  and  entirely,  ex- 


(0  Perhaps,  Lord  Brougham  has 
here  expressed  himself  rather  too 
strongly,  against  looking  at  any  other 
put  of  the  instrument,  than  that, 
which  relates  to  the  gift,  the  con- 
struction of  which  is  in  question ;  for 
it  is  undeniable,  that  the  Courts  are  in 
the  constant  habit  of  discovering  in- 
ferenees  of  intention,  by  means  of 
comparison  and  contrast,  drawn  from 


different  parts  of  the  instrument,  al- 
though not  all  applicable  to  the  par- 
ticular subject-matter.  See^  as  ex- 
amples, the  judgments  in  DakeU  ▼. 
Welch,  2  Sim.  319 ;  RitfyewayY.  Mtrn^ 
ketiriek^\  Dr.  &  War.  84 ;  and  Zeem- 
ing  ▼.  Sherrattt  I  Hare,  1 7.  See  also 
2  Jarm.  Wills.  356,  n. 
(m)  2  Russ.  &  My.  390. 
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14.  AdTerbs 
*« then*' and 
-when" 
insufficient. 


Authorities 
showing  this. 


tijnsic  to  the  will,  and  not  suppcHted  by  any  cxpreanoa 
contained  therein* 

14.  Again,  in  order  to  the  contingency  of  a  dying  with* 
out  isBoe  being  restrained  to  mean,  a  failure  at  the  time  of 
the  death,  it  must  clearly  appear,  that  the  words,  to  which 
such  a  restrictiye  force  is  attributed,  have  a  reference  to 
that  particular  period,  as  the  time,  when  the  ulterior  limita- 
tion b  intended  to  take  effect. 

Words,  therefore,  which  are  capable  of  being  referred  to 
the  general  event  of  a  failure  of  issue,  at  whatever  time  it 
may  happen,  rather  than,  to  that  of  its  happening,  at  the 
precise  period  of  the  death  of  the  first  taker,  are  of  too 
ambiguous  an  import,  to  satisfy  the  required  measure  of  sig- 
nificancy.  Such  are,  the  adverbs,  *'  then,"  and,  ^  when," 
unaccompanied  by  any  expression,  pointing  to  the  death  of 
the  first  taker,  as  their  immediate  antecedent.  In  such 
cases,  as  has  been  well  said,  (n)  "  then,"  is  a  particle  of  in- 
ference, connecting  the  consequence  with  the  premises,  and 
meaning,  *'  in  that  event,"  or,  <'if  that  happens ;"  and  it  is, 
therefore,  a  word  of  reasoning,  rather  than,  of  time. 

Thus,  where  (o)  a  testator  devised  as  follows : — **  M.  D.,  I 
make  my  sole  heir  and  executrix,  and  if  she  die  without 
issue,  then,  to  go  to  L.  B." ;  Lord  Hardmcke  said,  that  die 
word,  **  then,"  though,  grammatically,  an  adverb  of  time,  in 
limitations  of  estates  and  filming  of  contingencies,  was  a 
word  of  reference,  and  related  to  the  determination  of  the 
first  limitation,  when  the  contingency  arises,  and  that,  in 
the  case  before  him,  it  did  not  ascertain  the  point  of  time, 
but  was  merely  relative  to  the  determination  of  the  limita- 
tion to  M.  D.,  and  the  contingencies  taking  place.  So,  also, 
in  another  case,  (p)  one  bequeathed  all  his  personal  estate, 
to  his  wife,  F.,  and  appointed  her  sole  executrix,  but  in  case 


(»)  Per  Lord  Brougham,  2  Russ. 
&  My.  408. 

(o)  Bmuelerk  v.  Dormer,  2  Atk. 


30o. 
(p)  Biggt  ▼.  Bemthy,  1  Bro.  C.  C 

190. 
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of  the  death  of  F.  without  issoe,  thetif  he  gave  the  whole,  to 
the  ddest  sod  of  his  brother,  R.  Lord  Thurhw  held,  that 
the  woid,  **  then,"  ia  limitatioDS  of  estates,  was  merely  a 
word  of  relation,  aod  not  an  adveib  of  time,  and  upon 
Lord  Hardwieies  aathority,  he  said,  he  must  hold,  that 
that  woid  did  not  make  any  di^rence.  And,  again,  in  a 
more  recent  case,  {q)  where  there  was  a  gift  in  the  fol* 
lowing  words : — "  In  case  of  her  death  without  lawful 
issue,  I  then  will  the  money  so  left  to  her,  to  be  equally 
divided  betwixt  my  nephews  and  nieces  who  may  be  living 
at  the  time  ;"  it  was  decided  by  Lord  Brougham,  C,  that, 
^then,"  was  a  word  of  reference,  relating  to  the  deter- 
mination of  the  first  limitadon,  whether  at  or  whensoever 
after  the  death,  the  issue  should  fail.  And,  moreover,  in 
a  still  later  case,  (r)  there  was  a  bequest  of  a  moiety  of  the 
testatrix's  residuary  estate,  to  her  natural  daughter,  £•  B.  O., 
for  life,  to  her  separate  use,  and  upon  her  decease,  to  her 
children  lavrfully  begotten,  and  in  case  of  her  decease  with-' 
out  lawful  issue,  tkefh  to  J.  O.,  also  a  natural  child  of  the 
testatrix.  E.  B.  O.  had  only  one  child,  who  died  a  few 
hoars  after  its  birth;  and  J.  O.  also  died  without  issue* 
After  the  decease  of  £.  B.  O.,  a  bill  was  filed,  by  persons 
who  had  taken  out  letters  of  administration  to  the  deceased 
child,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  a  sum  of  stock,  part  of  the 
testatrix's  personal  estate.  The  fund  was  claimed  by  the 
Crown,  on  the  ground,  that  there  was  a  valid  executory 
gift  to  J.  O.,  in  case  of  the  decease  of  the  legatee  £or  life 
without  leaving  issue  surviving  her,  to  the  benefit  of  which, 
the  Crown  was  entitled,  by  reason  of  the  death  of  J.  O. 
without  issue.  The  question,  therefore,  obviously,  was, 
whether  the  word,  ''then,*'  was  sufficient  to  restrict  the 
iailure  of  issue,  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  first  legatee, 
as  it  was  only  upon  the  force  of  that  word,  that  such  a  con- 
ttraction  could  rest.     Sir  /.  L.  Knight  Bruce,  V.  C,  after 

(9)  Cnip6e0  V.  Harding,  2  Boss.  (r)  F^e  v.  Linwood,  reported  in  6 

&  Hy.  390.  Jur.  618. 
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construction. 


Caseof  ^ftofi 
V.  Eamm, 


quoting  and  commenting  upon^  at  length,  the  arguments  of 
Lord  Brougham,  in  the  last-cited  case,  decided,  that,  ''then," 
did  not  mean  the  instant  of  death  of  the  parent,  but  death 
without  issue,  generally,  and  that,  therefore,  the  representa- 
tives of  the  deceased  child  were  entitled. 

Upon  the  like  ground,  there  can  be  little  doubt,  that  the 
words,  **  immediately  thereupon,"  or  the  like,  would  be  in- 
operative, to  give  rise  to  a  restricted  interpretation  of  the 
contingency  of  a  failure  of  issue. 

15.  And  so,  again,  words,  which,  though  apparently  con- 
fining the  failure  of  issue,  to  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
first  taker,  do,  in  fact,  express  no  more,  than  is,  fix>m  the 
nature  of  the  case,  implied,  will  have  no  restrictive  efiect, 
in  accordance  with  the  rule,  expressio  eorum  qucB  tacite  in^ 
sunt  nihil  operatur.  If,  therefore,  there  be  a  limitation  of 
personalty,  to  A.,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  if  any,  and  in 
default  of  such  issue,  over,  it  may,  perhaps,  at  first  sight, 
appear,  that  the  words,  **  if  any,"  must  be  construed,  if  there 
shall  be  any  issue  at  the  time  of  the  cesser  of  the  life-estate, 
and  that  the  further  limitation,  in  default  of  issue,  must  be 
confined  to  the  contingency  of  a  &ilure  of  issue,  at  that  par- 
ticular time.  But  the  following  observations  of  Sir  W.  Grant, 
M.  R.,  in  reference  to  a  bequest  of  the  kind  mentioned,  en- 
tirely dispose  of  any  such  aigument  («): — **  Can  the  addition 
of  the  words,  '  if  any,'  which  must  always  be  implied, 
whether  they  are  added  or  not,  change  the  sense  o^  ^  heirs 
of  the  body,'  and  make  those  words  mean,  such  heirs  of  his 
body  only  as  should  be  living  at  his  (the  first  taker^s)  death? 
To  be  sure,  if  there  were  no  heirs  of  his  body,  none  could 
take :  but  a  limitation-over,  in  default  of  heirs  of  the  body, 
includes  both  the  case,  of  there  never  being  any  heir,  or,  of 
there  being  none  capable  of  taking,  by  surviving  the  parent, 
and  of  the  fidlure  of  such  heirs,  at  any  subsequent  time. 
Though  heirs  of  the  body,  if  any,  are  to  take,  which  is  the 


(<)  See  Elton  V.  Eoitm,  19  Yes.  78. 
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whole  import  of  the  clause,  how  does  it  follow,  that  the  re- 
mainder-maa-oYer  is  not  to  take,  whenever  the  heirs  shall  fail, 
at  whatever  period  that  may  happen?  Supposing,  personal 
property  were  capable  of  being  entailed,  I  see  nothing,  that 
would  shut  out  the  ckdm  of  the  remainder-man,  whenever 
a  failure  of  issue  should  have  taken  place.  It  would  be  no 
answer  to  him,  to  say,  the  heirs,  if  any,  were  to  take  before 
you.  That,  every  limitation  to  heirs  of  the  body  implies : 
they  are  to  take  before  the  remainder-man :  but  is  he  not 
to  take  when  they  fail  T*  And,  in  the  case,  upon  which  these 
observations  were  made,  accordingly,  the  learned  judge 
held,  that  the  absolute  interest  in  the  personal  property  be- 
queathed, vested  in  the  first  taker,  and  that  the  legatee- 
over,  who  claimed  on  his  death  without  issue,  had  no  title. 

We  have  thus  ascertained,  the  various  distinctions  that  General  ob- 
prevail,  in  regard  to  the  expressions  and  circumstances,  roHecToftW** 
which  are  of  weight,  to  give  a  restricted  interpretation  to  Sabdivisioii: 
words,  importing,  in  the  first  instance,  an  indefinite  failure 
of  issue,  in  limitations  of  terms  and  other  personal  estate. 
One  general  observation,  to  be  made  with  respect  to  them, 
is,  that,  however  plain  the  expressions,  or  intelligible  the 
circumstances,  to  which  this  restrictive  force  is  attached, 
they  are  only  allowed  effect,  as  affording  evidence  of  the 
intention  of  the  author  of  the  gift ;  and  that  presumption 
may,  therefore,  be  always  rebutted,  by  any  thing  in  the 
language  of  the  limitations,  denoting,  that  the  words,  refer- 
ring to  a  fiulure  of  issue,  were  used  in  the  general  unconfined 
sense,  which  belongs  to  them,  according  to  their  proper 
legal  signification.  And,  of  course,  in  estimating,  in  any  given 
case,  the  relative  weight  of  legal  import,  and  of  ambiguously 
expressed  intention,  the  primary  interpretation  of  words  or 
expressions  must  be  considered  to  be,  that  which  is  sanc- 
tioned by  the  former,  to  be  repelled,  only  by  the  plain  ex- 
pression,  or  necessary  implication,  of  a  contrary  intent,  in 
the  author  of  the  Umitations :  in  other  words,  the  presump- 
tion must  be  treated,  as  on  the  side  of  law,  and  the  burthen 
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deeds. 


of  proofs  on  that  of  intent.  For  while,  upon  the  one  hand, 
the  construction  of  specific  words,  which  have  acquired  a 
fixed  legal  import,  (so  as  to  enable  the  learned  to  decide 
immediately,  how  fisur,  and,  in  what  manner,  property  may 
be  dealt  with  and  settled,)  must  not  be  broken  in  upon ;  so, 
on  the  other,  it  is  perfectly  allowable,  to  push  criticisms,  to 
the  utmost  extent,  upon  those  words,  where  the  liberality 
of  modem  times  has  struggled,  to  escape  fiY>m  the  trammels 
of  technical  conclusions,  which  obstruct  or  stand  in  the  way 
of  evident  intention,  by  admitting  minnte,  yet  obvious  dis- 
tinctions, deduced  firom  additional  language,  or  concomitant 
circumstances,  (t) 

It  remains,  to  observe,  that  all  the  authorities,  as  to  the 
restrictive  force  of  particular  expressions  and  circumstances, 
upon  the  contingency  of  a  dying  without  issue,  in  respect  to 
limitations  of  personalty,  are  confined  to  instances  of  such 
limitations,  in  wills  f  and,  as  was  remarked,  when  concluding 
a  similar  inquiry  as  to  limitations  of  real  estate,  (u)  it  is 
impossible,  to  predicate,  with  any  d^ree  of  certainty,  to 
what  extent,  the  rules,  that  have  been  established,  in 
reference  to  testamentary  dispositions,  would  be  extended 
to  cases  arising  upon  instnunents  inter  vivos. 


Ko  exception. 


Subdivision  II. 

Of  the  exceptions  to  the  rule,  invalidating  UnUtations  qf 
personalty,  to  take  effect  on  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue. 

It  will  be  proper,  now  to  proceed  to  inquire,  in  what 
instances,  limitations  of  terms  or  other  chattels,  expre^ed 
to  take  effect  upon  a  general  fdlure  of  issue,  are  valid. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  plain,  that  there  is  no  opening  for 
an  exception  to  the  general  rule,  analogous  to  that  founded 

(0  PtnoeWn  note  to  F.  Ex.  Dev.  («)  Fide  npra,  PP*  251,  252. 

267. 
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on  the  devise  of  a  reveiBion  of  real  estate,  expectant  upon  analoffous  to 
fiiilare  of  the  issue  entitled  under  a  preceding  entail;  (t?)  of  reversion  on 
and  that,  because  the  existence  of  an  interest  in  personal  •****®-***^ 
property,  contingent  upon  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  is 
imposBible. 

For  a  sunilar  reason,  it  is  manifest,  that  the  exception,  in  the  And  none, 
case  of  realty,  of  possibilities,  depending  on  base-fees  arising  of  interest 
by  matter  expo$ifactOy  (to)  can  have  no  place,  in  regard  to  ^^J^tiWe 
limitationa  of  personalty  on  failure  of  issue.     That  doctrine  btse-fee. 
necessarily  pre-«uppo6es  the  existence  of  valid  estates,  pos- 
terior to  or  expectant  upon  a  preceding  estate-tail,  which, 
nor  analogous  interests,  cannot  co-exist  in  personalty. 

1.  The  exception  to  the  rule  in  question,  arising  in  the  i.  Exception, 
limited  extent  of  the  subject-matter,  which  has  been  for-  rtermdoter-'* 
mcriy  noticed,  {x)  in  reference  to  gifts  of  real  estate,  is  of  J?^'*  **" 
equal  applicability  to  limitations  on  a  failure  of  issue,  where 

the  subject-matter  is  a  term  of  years  determinable  on  lives, 
or  is,  otherwise,  such,  as  to  afford  a  guarantee  for  the  non- 
riolation  of  the  laws  against  remoteness.  But  it  will  be  well, 
to  delay  the  more  particular  consideration  of  this  subject, 
agreeably  to  the  course  adopted,  in  jneference  to  the  same 
question,  as  connected  with  limitations  of  real  estate. 

2.  The  most  fiiequently-occurring  instance,  of  a  valid  limi-  2.  Limitations 
tation  of  personal  property  after  a  general  failure  of  issue,  is  ndoublei^lMrt. 
that  which  is  technically  termed,  a  limitation  with  a  double 

aspect  (y)  Thus,  let  it  be  supposed,  that  a  term  is  be- 
queathed, or  limited  by  deed,  to  A.,  for  life,  and,  after  his 
decease,  to  his  first  (unborn)  son,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body, 
with  a  limitation-over,  on  failure  of  such  issue,  to  6.  Here, 
it  is  plain,  that  the  limitation  to  B.  must  be  void,  if  the 
event,  on  which  it  depends,  be  regarded,  abstractedly; 
because  there  is  a  prior  limitation  to  the  son  of  A.,  and  his 
issue,  and  it  is  only  upon  his  death,  and  the  general  failure  of 

(v)  fidt  npra,  p.  253.  My.  406. 

(v)  FSifej^pf»,|».  267.  (y)6ee2Rop.  Leg.  395;  2  Jtfm. 

(x)  Vidt  wpra,  p.  267.    See  re-  Pow.  Dev.  640. 
BoariLS  of  Lord  Brougham^  2  Russ.  & 
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his  issue^  that  the  subsequent  limitation  is  to  take  effect. 
But,  inasmuch  as  no  son  of  A.  may  ever  be  born,  and  the 
gift,  therefore,  to  that  son  may  never  vest,  the  law  regards 
all  the  limitations,  subsequent  to  that  in  favor  of  A.,  as  being 
in  suspense,  until  the  birth  of  a  son  to  him  :  if  such  a  son 
be  bom,  the  whole  interest  in  the  term  vests  absolutely  in 
him,  under  the  gift  to  him  and  the  heirs  of  hia  body,  and 
the  subsequent  limitation  to  B.  instantly  becomes  void:  if^ 
however,  A.  die  without  having  had  issue,  a  son,  and  so, 
the  limitation  to  that  son  fail  of  taking  effect,  the  ulterior 
gift  to  B.,  thereupon,  becomes  good  in  event,  and  the 
whole  term  vests  absolutely  in  him.  And,  moreover,  as  it 
must  be  decided  by  the  death  of  A.,  whether  he  has  any 
son,  or  not,  and  it  is,  upon  the  fidlure  of  such  issue  only, 
that  the  limitation  to  B.  can  vest,  all  tendency  to  a  perpe- 
tuity, in  respect  of  it,  is  removed;  for,  however  remote  it 
may  be,  as  a  contingent  limitation,  yet,  it  is  imposrible,  that 
it  can  ever  vest,  at  any  later  period,  than  the  death  of  A. 

And  this  reasoning  equally  applies  to  any  number  of  suc- 
cessive contingent  Umitations :  until  the  first  executory  limi- 
tation of  the  whole  interest  vests,  any  of  the  succeeding 
limitations,  although,  apparently,  depending  upon  the  gene- 
ral fidlure  of  issue  of  the  person,  to  whom  the  first  limitation  is 
made,  may  eventually  be  good ;  each,  of  course,  taking  place, 
according  to  its  order :  and,  if  the  executory  limitation,  which 
takes  place  upon  the  fidlure  of  the  first  gift,  carry  the  whole 
interest,  then,  all  the  subsequent  limitations  become  void ; 
if  it  do  not  include  the  entire  interest,  the  gifts  expectant 
upon  it  will  take  place,  in  due  course,  until  some  one, 
embracing  the  whole  interest,  happens  to  vest. 
Exemplifica-  To  exemplify  this,  by  the  common  mode  of  limitations  in 

*  doctrine  marriage  settlements : — A  term  of  years  is  assigned  to  trus- 

tees, in  trust  for  the  husband  and  wife,  successively,  fi>r 
their  respective  lives,  and,  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor, 
in  trust  for  the  first,  second,  and  every  other  sou  of  the 
marriage,  successively,  and  the  heirs  of  their  respective 
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bodies;  with  further  limitations^  in  case  of  there  being  no 
80DS  of  the  marriage ;  and  a  proviso  is  then  inserted,  that 
the  term  shall  not  vest  absolutely  in  any  son,  under  the 
fimitation  to  him  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  until  he  shall 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  It  may  be  supposed, 
two  sons  are  bom :  until  the  attainment,  by  the  eldest,  of 
his  age  of  twenty  •one  years,  it  is  uncertain,  whether  he  will 
erer  acquire  a  vested  interest,  under  the  limitation  to  him. 
If  the  eldest  son  attain  his  age  of  twen^-one  years,  the 
whole  term  vests  absolutely,  by  virtue  of  the  limitation  to 
him  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and  the  gift  to  the  second 
son  immediately  becomes  void :  if  the  eldest  son  die  in  his 
minority,  the  limitations,  subsequent  to  that  in  fistvor  of  the 
deceased  son,  continue  in  suspense,  until  the  second  son 
attains  his  majority,  whereupon,  the  whole  interest  in  the 
term  vests  absolutely  in  him :  and  the  same  applies  to  each 
son  successively  becoming  an  eldest,  until  some  one  son 
attains  a  vested  interest 

In  fiu^t,  as  it  has  been  well  said,  (z)  it  appears,  that  in  a  ReaMn  for 
settlement  of  chattels,  there  may  be  an  interest,  answering  S^ll^i^^a 
to  a  remainder,  expectant  upon  a  coniingent,  but  not  upon  a  ^^  ^^^ 
vetted,  estate-tail.    And  this  mode  of  settlement  is  called  a 
limitation  wiih  a  double  aspect,  because  the  limitations,  sub- 
sequent to  the  first  which  carries  the  whole  interest,  do  not 
properly  take  effect  after  that  limitation,  but  as  aUemativee 
iubitiiuied  in  its  place,  if  it  fails,  in  consequence  of  no  per- 
son acquiring  a  vested  interest  under  it 

As  this  doctrine  is  the  foundaticm  of,  and  is,  therefore.  Case  of  Aom- 
exemplified  in,  nearly  all  modem  settlements  of  terms  of 
years  and  other  chattels,  it  will  be  unnecessary,  to  illustrate 
or  confirm  it,  by  more  than  two  decided  cases.  In  one 
case,  (a)  a  testatrix  bequeathed  a  term  of  years,  in  trust 
(after  payment  of  debts,  &c,)  for  F.,  for  life,  and  after  his 
decease,  for  his  first  son,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body, 

(z)  Bart.  Elem.  Comp.  325. 

(a)  Stamky  ▼.  £t^A,  2  P.  Wins.  686. 

B   B 
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and  in  default  of  such  issue,  for  the  second  and  other  sons 
of  F.9  severally  and  respectively,  in  order  and  course,  aa 
they  should  be  in  seniority  of  age  and  priority  of  birth,  and 
the  several  heirs  male  of  the  respective  bodies  of  such 
son  and  sons,  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  for  the  use  of  the 
daughter  and  daughters  of  F.,  and,  if  more  than  one,  to  be 
divided  among  them,  share  and  share  aUke,  at  their  ages  of 
twenty-one,  or  their  respective  days  of  marriage,  and  in 
default  of  daughters,  or  in  case  of  their  death  before  twenty- 
one,  or  marriage,  to  P.,  for  the  then  residue  of  the  term ;  and 
F.  died  without  having  had  any  issue*  Upon  the  question, 
whether  the  limitation  of  the  trust  of  the  term,  to  P.,  was  a 
good  or  a  void  Umitation,  Sir  Joseph  JekyU,  M.  R.,  after 
elaborately  examining  the  several  authorities  upon  the  sub- 
ject, and  discussing  their  principles,  decided  in  fiivor  of  the 
validity  of  the  bequest  to  B.,  as  the  limitations  to  the  sons 
and  daughters  had  never  nested. 
Cue  of  Again,  in  a  more  modem  case,  (6)  a  testator,  having  be- 

^^SftXpffJtf.  queathed  a  yearly  sum,  to  a  person,  for  life,  gave  the  an- 
nuity, upon  the  death  of  the  annuitant,  to  the  eldest  sur^ 
viving  son  of  A.,  and  failing  the  issue  male  of  A.,  to  the 
daughters  of  A.,  living  at  the  demise  of  such  male  issue ;  at 
the  death  of  the  annuitant,  A.  had  no  son  Uving,  but  had 
two  daughters:  and  it  was  held,  that  the  gift  to  the 
daughters  of  A.  was  not  too  remote,  and  that  they  were, 
therefore,  entitled  to  the  annuity.  Here,  we  perceive,  that 
the  ulterior  limitation  was  a  gift,  in  the  alternative  event  of 
no  person  becoming  entitled  under  the  prior  limitation^ 
which,  if  it  had  taken  effect,  would  have  entirely  superseded 
the  former,  because  this  would,  in  that  case,  be  expectant 
upon  too  remote  an  event,  viz.^  the  general  fisulure  of  lasoe 
male  of  A. 
To  be  ▼slid.  It  must  be  observed,  in  conclusion  of  this  subject,  that,  in 

ingefibot  under  Order  to  a  limitation  of  a  chattel  taking  e£Rect  as  a  aobsti- 

(6)  Mwrra^y,AddmAT9akM^ABxm.Affl. 


dBc.  nt-HBtm.  n.]     oir  failubb  of  laeus.  371 

tuted  gift,  under  the  rule  we  have  been  considering,  it  must  tUs  ml*  moit 
be  80  limited,  as  to  vest,  (if  at  aU|)  within  the  period  pre-  ^^  wit^ 
scribed  by  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities:  if  it  be  not  so  ^SjJ^^" 
limited,  although  none  of  the  prior  interests  may  vest,  it  will, 
together  with  every  subsequent  limitation,  be  void,  in  the 
same  manner,  as  if  made  to  take  effect,  after  or  wpon  the 
preceding  limitation,  determinable  upon  a  general  failure  of 
issue.    And,  of  course,  it  is  necessary,  that  the  preceding 
limitation,  on  fidlure  of  which,  a  subsequent  one  is  substi* 
tated,  should  not  be  too  remote  in  its  creation,  because,  as 
the  latter  is  to  take  efiect,  at  the  time  limited  for  the  first,  (if 
at  all,)  and  not  before,  it  must  be  tainted  by  any  objection 
of  remoteness,  to  which  that  may  be  exposed. 

3.    Another  and  the  last  instance,  of  a  limitation  of  per-  3«  Bequest  on 
sonal  estate  upon  a  general  fidlure  of  issue  being  valid,  ofapenon, 
occurs,  where  there  is  a  bequest  to  a  person,  and  in  the  JJjfj  ™^ 
event  of  his  death  without  issue,  over,  to  another,  and  the  withoatimie, 
first  legatee  dies  without  issue,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  lifetime. 

Such,  at  least,  would  appear  to  be  the  doctrine  established 
by  a  recent  case,  (c)  in  which,  there  was  a  bequest  of  chattels, 
to  two  legatees,  share  and  share  alike,  and  upon  the  death 
of  either  of  them  without  lawful  issue,  her  share  to  go  to  the 
other;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  death  of  one  of  the  legatees 
without  lasue,  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  entitled  the  surviving 
legatee  to  the  property  bequeathed,  under  the  gift-over. 
He  aigument  for  the  surviving  legatee  was,  that  the  will, 
speaking  not  fiom  its  date,  but  from  the  death  of  the  testator, 
the  gtfl-over  would,  after  the  death  of  one  of  the  legatees 
without  issue,  take  effect;  and  that,  by  which  his  claim 
was  opposed,  was,  that  the  gift-over  was  void,  as  it  was  to 
take  eftect,  upon  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue,  and  that,  if 
the  gift-over  were  void,  in  the  first  instance,  the  circum- 
stance, of  the  death  of  one  of  the  legatees,  in  the  testator's 
lifetime,   would  not  cure  its  original  invalidity.     As   the 


(c)  Muekintum.  v.  PmcA,  2  Keen»  555. 
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Master  of  the  Rolls  could  not  have  decided  in  favor  of  the 
surviving  legatee,  upon  the  ground,  that  the  gift-over  to 
her  had  the  effect,  of  restricting  the  failure  of  issue  referred 
to,  to  the  death  of  the  legatee,  (the  word  used  in  the  gift- 
over  being,  merely,  *'  other,*^  it  must  be  supposed,  tha  the 
coincided  in  the  argument,  by  which  the  claim  of  the  suc- 
cessful party  was  supported.  Tliis  conjecture  is  offered, 
only  because  it  cannot  be  collected  from  his  lordship's 
judgment,  as  reported,  upon  what  precise  ground,  he  gave 
effect  to  a  limitation,  primd  fades  and  according  to  ordinary 
rules,  too  remote. 
Sune  role  It  may  be  observed,  in  reference  to  this  doctrine,  that,  as 

^$e$  ^  i^  depends  upon  the  operation  of  the  will  commencii^  at  a 
fr^^^  Hg  period  posterior  to  the  happening  of  the  failure  of  issue,  wr., 
at  the  death  Qf  the  testator,  it  would  seem  to  be  equally  ap- 
plicable to  devises  of  real  estate,  subsequent  to  the  year, 
1837,  which,  by  the  recent  statute,  1  Vict.,  c.  26,  are  assi- 
milated to  bequests  of  personalty,  in  respect  of  the  time 
of  their  taking  effect 

It  is,  further,  to  be  remarked,  that  this  doctrine  is  not 
open  to  the  objection  of  impugning  the  rule,  formerly  laid 
down,  that,  in  deciding  on  the  validity  of  testamentary 
limitations,  regard  cannot  be  had  to  subsequent  events ;  for 
that  rule  assumes,,  that  the  gift,  whose  remoteness  is  in 
question,  becomes  capable  of  tctking-  effect^  so  &r  as  the 
actual  existence  of  valid  objects  is  concerned,  and  declares 
the  gift  void,  simply  because  it  did  not,  in  its  incepti<xi, 
contemplate  such  objects  only  ;  whereas,  in  the  case  sap- 
posed,  the  contingency,  which  would  render  the  UmitatioD 
void,  as  of  too  remote  expectancy,  has  happened  previously 
to  the  period,  when  the  operation  of  the  instrument  com- 
mences,— ^is,  in  fact,  an  ascertained  event. 
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Sdbdiyisiok  3. 

Lmitations  of  penonaUy  an  a  dying  without  issue  occurring 
subsequently  to  gifts  to  children  or  other  issue, 

Followini;  the  order  observed  in  our  inquiries  respecting 
limitations  of  real  estate,  dependent  on  a  failure  of  issue,  {d) 
we  are  now  to  consider,  the  mode  and  efiect  of  the  appli- 
cation of  the  referential  construction^  where  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  gifts  18  personalty. 

The  doctrine  in  question,  it  will  be  remembered,  {e)  has  Nature  and 
reference  to  those  cases,  where  the  gift-over,  though,  in  ^Sforenull 
tenns,  made  to  depend  upon  the  general  fitilure  of  issue  of  comtmctwrn, 
a  person,  is  construed,  as  intended  to  take  effect  upon  the 
fiiilure  of  a  particular  description  of  descendants,  to  whom 
express  limitations  have  been  before  made,  and  who  must 
take  within  a  certain  allowable  period,  or  not  at  all.  Here, 
if  it  be  clearly  the  intention,  to  make  provision  only  for 
certain  members  of  a  class,  answering  a  particular  des- 
cription, the  generality  of  the  expression,  which  refers  to 
the  failure  of  the  whole  class,  is  confined  by  the  prior  pro- 
visions. I(  fcMT  example,  there  be  a  bequest,  to  A.,  for  life, 
and  after  his  decease,  to  all  his  children,  and  in  default  of 
issue  of  A.,  to  B. :  regarding  the  words  introducing  the 
limitation  to  B.,  abstractedly  from  the  prior  gift  to  A.'8 
children,  the  former  is,  clearly,  too  remote ;  but  connecting 
the  term,  ''  issue,"  with  the  previous  limitation,  it  is  then 
restricted,  so  as  to  denote  the  issue  before  mentioned,  vmt., 
children  of  Au  In  other  words,  the  generality  of  the  ex- 
presnon,  ''  in  default  of  issue,"  is  restricted  to  mean,  a 
failure  of  the  class  of  issue  included  in  the  prior  ^ft,  by 
reading  the  limitation-over,  as  if  it  stood  thus, — **  in  default 
of  jtfcA  issue,**  or, ''  in  de&ult  of  the  said  issue,"  &c 

Thus,  where  (/)  a  testatrix,  by  her  will,  limited  certain  Case  of  Mwn 

{d)  Vide  suproj  p.  277.  (f)  Morse  v.  Marquis  of  Ormonde, 

it)  Fide  evpra,  p.  277,  ei  eeq.  5  Madd.  99. 
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y.  Marquis  of  estates^  to  her  daughter,  Ladj  O.,  for  life,  renuunder,  to  her 
fint  and  other  tons^  successively  in  tail-males  remainder,  to 
her  daughters,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail-general,  and  if 
an  only  surviving  daughter,  to  her  in  tail-general,  and  in 
de&ult  of  all  euch  issue  of  Lady  O.,  to  trustees,  for  one 
thousand  yeare^  upon  trust,  to  raise  the  legacies  the  testatrix 
had  thereinafter  bequeathed,  or  should  bequeath  by  any  co- 
dicil or  codicils;  and  the  testatrix  afterwards  bequeathed 
certain  legacies,  ^om  and  immediately  after  the  decease  and 
failure  of  issue  of  her  daughter.  Lady  O. ;  Lady  O.  having 
died  without  issue,  the  question  was,  whether  the  l^punes 
bequeathed,  as  above  mentioned,  were  valid,  or  too  remote 
and  void.  Sir  John  Leach,  V.  C,  saidj  it  was  perfectly 
true,  that  there  was  no  estate  before  limited  to  the  issue 
female  of  sons  of  the  daughter,  and,  consequently,  no  estate, 
whidi  extended  to  all  possible  issue  of  the  daughter,  and 
that,  taking  the  exprearion  literally,  the  legacies  were  too 
remote :  that  the  literal  force  of  the  expressions  was  not  ac- 
cording to  the  real  intention  of  the  testatrix,  admitted  of  no 
doubt ;  and  the  quesdon  was,  whether,  upon  the  whole  of 
the  will,  there  wassufficient  evidence  of  intention,  to  warrant 
the  Court  in  holding,  that,  when  the  testatrix  used  the 
expresrion,  'from  and  after  the  fidlure  of  issue  of  my 
said  daughter,'  she  must  have  meant,  '  issue  of  my  said 
daughter  as  aforesaid:*  and  that  the  testatrix,  having,  upon 
fiulure  of  particular  issue  of  her  daughter,  created  a  term, 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  paying  legacies,  and  having  used  ex- 
pressions, which  imported,  that  those  legacies  were  to  be 
paid  when  the  term  arose,  when  she  afterwards  spcke  of  the 
legacies,  which  were  to  be  paid  upon  fitilure  of  issue  of  her 
daughter,  must  be  understood,  as  speaking  of  those  legacies, 
for  which  she  had  befi>re  provided,  and  which  were  to  be 
payable,  npon  &ilure  of  particular  issue  of  her  daughter ;  and 
the  two  clauses  were  to  be  rendered  consistent,  by  supply- 
ing the  sense  of  issue  qforesaid 
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Aggin,  where  (g)  a  testator  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  CitwoT  Trick^f 
personal  estate,  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  daughter,  and 
after  her  decease,  for  all  and  every  the  child  or  children  of 
his  daughter,  share  and  share  alike,  when  they  should  res» 
pectively  attain  twenty-one ;  and  in  case  any  of  the  said 
children  should  die  under  twenty-one,  and  have  one  or  more 
child  or  children,  which  should  survive  the  testatar^s 
daughter,  and  live  to  attain  twenty-one,  such  child  or  child- 
ren to  be  entitled  to  his  or  their  parent's  share ;  provided, 
that,  in  caase  any  child  or  children  of  his  daughter  should  die 
before  attaining  twenty-one,  the  share  or  shares  of  such 
child  or  children  to  go  to  the  survivor  or  survivors,  and  the 
iisue  of  any  deceased  child  or  children,  who  should  marry 
and  die  under  twen^-one,  to  be  equally  divided  between 
them,  if  more  than  one ;  the  issue  of  any  deceased  child  or 
children  to  stand  in  the  place  of  their  parents ;  and  if  there 
should  be  no  child  of  the  testator^s  daughter,  or,  there  being 
any  sodi,  none  of  them  should  live  to  attain  twenty-one, 
uor  leave  any  issue  who  should  live  to  attain  that  age,  then, 
over:  the  question  was,  whether  the  limitation-over,  in  the 
event  of  the  testator's  daughter  having  no  child,  who  should 
live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one,  nor  leave  any  issue 
which  would  live  to  attain  that  age,  was,  or  was  not,  too 
remote.  Sir  John  Leach  said,  that  the  first  provimon  in  the 
will,  in  ikvor  of  the  children  of  a  child  of  a  daughter,  who 
should  die  under  twenty-one,  was  confined  to  such  grand-' 
ehildren  as  should  survive  the  daughter,  and,  if,  in  the  sub- 
sequent passages  of  the  will,  the  testator  was  to  be  under- 
stood to  speak  of  such  grandchildren  only,  the  limitation- 
over  was  plainly  not  too  remote :  that  it  was  reasonable  to 
intend,  that  the  testator  meant,  that  the  same  grandchildren 
who,  by  the  former  clause,  were  to  take  their  parent's 
original  share,  should  take  that  portion  of  the  share,  which 
accrued  by  the  death  of  another  child  of  the  daughter,  with- 
er) TWcAeyy.  Tricky,  3  My.  &K.  5S0. 
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out  leaving  issue,  and  which  their  deceased  parent,  if  livings 
would  have  taken  ;  viz,,  the  grandchildren  ofdy  who  should 
turvive  the  daughter :  and  that,  if  the  prior  ffStB  were  only 
in  favor  of  the  grandchildren  who  should  survive  the 
daughter,  the  gift-over  must  be  intended  to  take  effect,  upon 
failure  ef  the  former  gifts,  and  was,  consequently,  to  take 
effect,  upon  the  fietilure  of  grandchildren  who  should  survive 
the  daughter,  and  not  live  to  attain  twenty -one,  and  was, 
therefore,  plainly,  not  too  remote. 
Case  of  In  another  case,  (A)  there  was  a  bequest  of  a  rendocy 

Gmitp^ru,  upon  trust  for  the  testator's  grandson,  B.,  the  son  of  Isaac, 
at  twenty-five,  for  life ;  and,  after  the  death  of  R,  in  case 
he  should  have  a  son,  who  should  attain  twenty-one,  then, 
for  such  son  of  B.,  who  should  first  attain  twenty- one,  abso- 
lutely ;  and  in  default  of  such  son  of  B.,  and  after  B.'s 
death,  then,  upon  trust  for  the  testator's  grandson,  J.,  the 
son  of  Isaac,  at  twenty-five,  for  life ;  and,  after  the  death  of 
J.,  in  case  he  should  have  a  son,  who  should  attain  twenty- 
one,  then,  to  such  son  of  J.,  who  should  first  attain  twenty- 
one,  absolutely;  with  the  like  limitations,  successively,  in 
favor  of  any  other  grandsons,  sons  of  Isa€u:,  bom  in  the 
testator's  lifetime,  and  their  respective  sons,  first  attaining 
twenty-one ;  and,  in  default  of  a  son  of  any  such  gnindaon 
attaining  twenty-one,  then,  upon  trust  for  any  son  of  Isaac, 
bom  after  the  testator's  decease,  who  should  first  attain 
twenty-one,  absolutely ;  and  in  case  no  son  of  any  son  of  the 
testator's  son,  Isaac,  then  born  or  thereafter  to  be  bom,  in 
the  testator's  lifetime,  nor  any  son  of  his  son,  Isaac,  bom 
after  his  decease,  should  attain  twenty-one,  then, /mm  and 
immediately  after  the  decease  ofaU  the  sons  and  grandsotu 
of  his  son,  Isaac,  upon  trust  for  the  testator's  nephew,  G., 
for  life ;  and,  upon  the  decease  of  his  nephew,  G.,  in  case 
he  should  have  a  son  who  should  live  to  the  age  of  twenty- 
one,  then,  upon  trust  for  such  son,  who  should  first  attain 

(A)  EBioombe  ▼.  GomptrU,  3  M^  &  Or.  137. 
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twentj-one,  abeolutely.  The  son,  Isaac,  bad  three  sons,  all 
boiD  in  the  testator's  lifetune,  who  died  without  having  had 
any  male  issue ;  and,  upon  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the 
grandsons,  the  question  arose,  whether  the  limitation-over, 
in  &v<Hr  of  the  first  son  of  G«,  who  should  attain  the  age  of 
twentj-one  years,  (G.  himself  having  died,)  after  the  limi- 
tations to  the  sons  and  grandsons  of  the  testator's  son,  was 
valid ;  it  being  argued,  that  that  limitation  was  void,  because 
it  was  made  to  depend,  in  terms,  upon  the  deaths  of  all  the 
grandsons  of  Isaac,  including  the  male  issue  of  his  sons,  as 
well  bom  as  to  be  bom,  that  is^  upon  the  failure  of  lives, 
which  had  not,  or  might  not  have,  come  into  esse,  at  the 
time  of  the  testator's  decease.  Jjord  Cottenhamt  C,  said, 
that,  undoubtedly,  if  the  words  introducing  the  gift-over 
were  to  be  constmed  literally,  it  would  be  too  remote :  that 
the  result  of  all  the  authorities  was,  that,  in  such  cases  as 
that  before  him,  if  it  was  necessary  to  put  a  restricted  sense, 
upon  the  words  used  in  the  gift-over,  in  order  to  effectuate 
the  intentions  of  the  testator,  as  evidenced  by  other  parts  of 
the  wiU,  it  was  competent  for  the  Court  to  do  so :  and, 
beii^  satisfied,  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  was,  that 
the  gift-over  should  take  effect,  upon  the  fiulmre  of  the 
persons  particularly  described  as  the  objects  of  his  prior 
g^fis,  his  lordship  was  of  opinion,  that  he  must  hold,  the  son 
(rf*  G.  to  be  entitled. 

Ag^in,  in  a  still  more  recent  case,  (i)  (to  mention  but  one  Cams  of  Carter 
more,)  a  testator  gave  the  income  of  lus  personal,  and  the 
rents  of  his  real,  estate,  to  his  daughter,  for  life,  for  her 
separate  use,  and  after  her  decease,  and  the  decease  of  his 
wife,  he  gave  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  to 
trustees,  in  trust  to  sell,  and  pay  half  the  produce,  ^*  to  the 
iisue  "  of  his  daughter,  equally,  to  be  paid  at  twenty-one ; 

(i)  Carter  w.  BmUaU^  2  hetLV.  551.  Blaekbam  t.    JBdgeUjf,    1    P.  Wms. 

And    lee    also  Gimger  d.   If*tte  t.  600 ,  Maleotm  v.   Taylor,  2  Russ.  & 

^iu,  WUles,    348;    Gcodrighi   d.  Mj.  416. 
IMmug  ▼.   Dwikkam,    Doiigl.  264 ; 
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''and  if  only  one  childy  then  to  such  one  ehild^ ;  and  he  di- 
rected the  trustees,  to  applj  the  interest,  in  the  muntenance 
and  education  of  such  issue ;  and,  **  in  default  of  Bueh  iasue,** 
he  gave  such  moiety  of  the  residue,  between  his  nephews 
and  nieces  living  at  the  death  of  his  daughter.  Upon  the 
question,  whether  the  gift-over  of  the  first  moiety,  upon  the 
death  of  the  daughter  without  issue,  was  void  for  remote- 
ness; Lord  Langdahf  M.  R.,  held,  that  the  word,  '*  issue," 
was  to  be  construed,  <*  children,"  and  that,  consequently, 
the  gift-over  was  good.  In  this  latter  case,  the  rule  under 
consideration  received  a  more  striking  exemplification,  inas- 
much as  a  bequest-over  of  the  other  moiety  of  the  estate, 
upon  the  death  of  the  testator's  daughter  without  issue,  was 
held  void,  there  being  no  prior  limitation  to  a  particular 
class  of  such  issue,  to  which  the  term  might  be  confined, 
and  which  might  qualify  its  general  meaning. 
But  referential  But  the  rule,  which  exphdns  and  defines  the  extent  of 
doef  not  obtain,  the  term,  **  issue,"  by  the  mode  in  which  it  has  been  pre- 
^tm^Ti^  viously  used,  does  not  apply  to  those  cases,  where  it  seems 
^^M^  necessary,  to  give  to  that  word,  its  full  ordinary  meaning^  in 

effect,  till  order  to  effectuate  the  apparent  intention,  and  to  let  in 
thelnueof  children  or  other  issue,  to  exclude  whom  there  does  not 
first  taker.        appear  to  be  any  intention,  but  with  respect  to  whom,  it 

simply  appears,  that  they  are  not  comprised  in  the  former 
description  or  enumeration,  (j  )  In  such  cases,  therefore, 
the  gift-over  will  not  be  assisted  by  the  circumstance,  of 
there  being  a  previous  limitation  to  a  descript  class  of  des- 
cendants, to  whom  the  words,  ^*  die  without  issse,**  or  the 
like,  may  be  made  to  refer ;  and  will,  consequendy,  be  void, 
as  too  remote. 
If  this  And,  on  the  other  hand,  for  the  professed  purpose  of  letdng 

rebutted,  first  in  such  of  the  issue,  as  have  not  been  before  expresdy  pro* 
U^iiiterest,  vided  for,  the  words,  referring  to  the  fisdlure  of  issue  of  the 
^'P*®^*"^  ^      tenant  for  life,  will  have  the  effect,  of  giving  him  the  absolute 

O' )  FramkM  r.  Price,  3  Beav.  182.       3  My.  &  Cr.  152,  153. 
Judgment  in  BBieombe  v.  Gompartt, 
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interest,  in  the  event  of  the  fidlure  of  the  preceding  limita-  preeeding  limx. 
tioQ8»  in  accordance  with  the  general  rule  of  analogy  to  those  analotg:/  to  tbe 
cases,  in  which,  an  estate-tail  is  raised  hy  implication,  under  f^^  ^""^ 
similar  limitations  of  realty,  (k)  It  is  to  be  observed,  how* 
ever,  this  construction  is  adopted,  rather  as  a  necessary  con- 
sequence of  the  fixed  legal  import  of  certmn  words,  than,  as 
a  means  of  eflecting  the  supposed  intention  of  the  author  of 
the  gift,  to  {MToride  for  all  the  issue,  on  whose  fidlure,  the 
ulterior  limitation  is  to  take  effect.  If  the  words,  **  die  with- 
out issue,**  are  not  referred  to  a  class  of  issue,  previously 
descaibed,  they,  necessarily,  contemplate  the  general  failure 
of  issue  of  the  tenant  for  life,  (for  we  are  supposing  the 
ordinary  case  of  a  limitation -over  on  fidlure  of  hit  issue,)  and 
as,  in  that  case,  the  effect,  as  regards  real  estate,  would  be, 
the  implication  of  an  estate-tail  in  him,  the  rule  of  analogy^ 
before  referred  to,  gives  him  the  absolute  interest  in  per- 
sonalty. If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  words  in  question  are 
midetstood  to  mean,  issue  of  a  particular  description  only, 
then,  there  is  not  only  no  enlaigement  of  the  interest  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  but  the  result  ensues,  of  the  validity  of  the 
ulterior  gift. 

When,  however,  the  preceding  gifts  exhaust  the  whole  When  preoad* 
issue  of  the  tenant  for  life,  (and,  therefore,  as  a  necessary  mbriu^au" 
consequence,  all  the  issue,  on  failure  of  whom,  the  gift-over  ^iw^no"* 
is  to  take  effect,)  no  enlargement  of  his  interest  will  be  im-  enlvgement  of 
plied  from  words,  in  which  the  gift-over  is  expressed  (/)        force  of  gift- 

As  the  consequence  of  not  holding  the  limitation-over,  in  ^^'   ^    ^ 

^  ^  '        Inclination  of 

the  case  of  personalty,  to  be  strictly  referential  to  the  objects  th«  Coimi 
of  the  preceding  gift,  is^  the  invalidity  of  that  limitation,  on  referential  con. 
the  ground  of  remoteness,  the  inclination  of  the  Courts  is  Jlwecumirttor* 
much  more  favorable  to  the  referential  construction,  when  "  p«"on»lty. 
the  snbject-matter  is  personal  estate,  than  when  it  is  realty; 
a  gift-over  of  which,  on  failure  of  issue,  is  supportable  by 
the  implication  of  an  estate-tail  in  the  ancestor,  if  it  is  not 

(A)  FrojikM  T.  Prietf  uhi  supra,  supra.    And  see,  in  arguendo,  AUor- 

(0  Judgment  in  Franks  ▼.  iVtce»      ney^Generalr,  Sutton,  \  P.  Wmt.  760. 
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capable  of  being  construed^  as  referring  solely,  to  issue  or 
children  previously  described.  As,  moreover,  the  interesti 
which  is  raised  in  the  ancestor  by  implication,  when  the 
&ihire  of  issue  is  held  to  be  indefinite,  does  not,  of  itself 
and  in  its  own  nature,  cany  the  prc^rty  to  the  issue  who 
are  excluded  fix)m  the  prior  gift,  and  to  provide  for  whoa 
an  intention  is  presumed,  the  very  ground,  on  which  the  np^ 
plication  of  the  referential  construction  is  frequently  refused, 
in  the  case  of  real  estate,  fails,  when  the  question  is  to  be 
considered,  in  reference  to  a  limitation  of  personalty. 

Perhaps,  therefore,  it  will  be  found,  that  there  are  very 

few  instances,  of  a  limitation-over  of  personal  estate,  on  a 

dying  without  issue,  having  been  held,  to  contemplate  an 

indefinite  failure  of  issue,  when  preceded  by  a  gift  to  issue 

or  children,  or  a  class  of  either,  other  than  those  cases, 

where  realty  and  personalty  have  been  combined  in  one 

general  disposition,  and  the  Courts  have  felt  themselves 

obliged,  to  apply  the  same  rule  of  construction  to  the  entire 

gift,  and  have,  therefore,  determined,  that  the  ancestor  took 

the  absolute  interest,  by  force  of  the  limitation-over,  after 

a  failure  of  the  objects  of  the  preceding  gift* 

JBi  G. :  the         Thus,  it  was  formerly  observed,  (m)  that  where  a  limita- 

oue  of  a  gift  to  tion  of  real  estate,  is  made  to  an  eUesi  son  only,  vrith  a  sub- 

fhreTtilLer^aod  sequent  gift-over,  on  feilure  of  issue  of  the  parent,  ao 

Umiution.over,  estate-tail  is  raised  in  the  latter,  expectant  on  the  estate 

on  faiiuro  of 

iflsoe  of  the       limited  to  the  eldest  son ;  thereby  n^^ativing  the  referential 
^'  construction.  Where  the  sobject-matterofthegifist,  however, 

is  personalty,  it  seems  to  be  settled,  (n)  that  the  Umitation-over 
is  to  be  construed,  as  simply  dependent  on  the  failure  of  the 
object  of  the  preceding  gift  It  is  clear,  moreover,  that  the 
same  rule  will  hold,  although  the  limitation  to  the  son  be,  in 
terms  which  will  create  an  estate-tail  in  realty,  inasmuch 

(m)  Vide  npra,  pp.  284,  285.  293.     Emvuff  ▼.  KmHmgt  LL  &  Go. 

(m)  PUyddl  V.  Pieyddi,  1  P.  Wins.  temp.  Plunkett,  201.     Aiad  lee  Mmt- 

748,  explained  and  corrected,  Ambl.  ray  v.  Addenbrooke,  4  Ruol  407. 
125.     Marsk  v.  AforiA,  1  Bro.  C.  C. 
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as  the  principle  of  the  referential  construction  is  equally  ap- 
plicable ;  viz»,  that  the  limitation-over  is  dependent  on  the 
event  of  no  son  coming  in  «m#»  and  not^  upon  that  of  an 
indefinite  fiulure  of  issue  of  such  son.  (o) 

So,  again,  it  seems  to  be  clear,  (p)  that  the  circumstance,  — «nd  also  in 
of  the  interests  of  the  issue  taking  under  the  preceding  gift  over  on&luro 
being  dependent,  for  their  vesting^  upon  the  attainment  of  y^'^'o? hS- 
a  particular  age  by  such  issue,  is  not  sufficient,  to  rebut  the  f®*^  ^^^^ 

issue  contiMQtHt 

constmction,  rendering  the  contingency  contemplated  by  the  on  their  attain- 
limitation-oyer,  referential  to  the  objects  of  a  prior  gift;  ^]^ 
although  (as  was  formerly  seen,  (q))  the  application  of  that 
construction    has   been   denied   to  similar  limitations  of 
reahy. 

It  seems  to  follow,  from  the  rule  established,  in  regard  to  — 1^» 
a  gift  of  personal  estate  to  an  eldest  son,  with  a  subsequent  preceding  gift 
limitation-over,  on  fiulure  of  issue  of  the  parent,  that  the  )^J^of  chil- 
doctrine  of  referential  construction  will,  also,  be  applied,  in  ^'^* 
the  case  of  a  gift  of  personalty,  to  a  definite  number  of  child- 
ren, with  a  subsequent  limitation,  on  the  death  of  th^  parent 
without  issue ;  and  it  should  appear  to  be  of  little  import- 
ance, in  reference  to  this  point,  whether  the  limitation  be  to 
the  children,  concurrendy,  or,  successively. 

Although  there  is  but  little  authority,  applicable  to  the  Role  will  not 
caae  of  a  gift  of  personalty  to  issue,  or  children,  for  Ufe^  ex-  when  gift  to 
presdy,  with  a  subsequent  limitation^over,  on  failure  of  ^|^«*/^'(/^ 
issue  of  the  parent  or  ancestor,  it  seems  to  be  clear,  that  the 
rule  of  construction  under  consideration  cannot  be  extended 
to  limitations  of  that  character ;  (r)  for  the  obvious  intention, 
to  make  the  ultericu:  gift  dependent  on  feilure  of  the  issue 
of  the  first  taker,  cannot,  possibly,  be  satbfied,  by  construing 
it,  to  be  referential  to  a  class  of  issue,  whose  extinction  im- 


(«)  Sed  vidM,  JtfmMovM  f.  Mamk-  itDontdd  t.  Btyee,  2  Keen,  276. 

Amm^  3  Sim.    119.     See,   however,  (9)  Vidtntpra,p.  286. 

the  obwrvationi  of  Mr.  IVmt,  on  that  (r)  See  Mwrtkwaiuv,  Jenkmaon^  2 

CMes  Treatiie  on  "•  Ittoe,"  176.  a  &  C.  358. 

(p)  PleiftUa  o.  Plqfddi,  mbi  nyro. 
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Wherever 
doctrine  appli- 
cable, in  case 
of  realty,  it  will 
liold,  in  respect 
to  aimilar 
limitations  of 
personalty. 


Rule 

that  issae  takes 

kymarekam 

luider  prececU 

inggift. 


Connexion  of 
the  ouestion, 
nrhetner  issue 
take  as  pur- 
chasers, with 
the  present 
inquiry. 


plies,  not  even  a  failure  of  pariitU  issue,  but,  simply,  that 
certain  limited  interests  to  a  particular  generation  of  issue 
&il  of  taking  effect,  (s)  In  such  case,  therefore,  it  should 
seem,  the  ancestor  would  take  an  absolute  interest,  expectant 
on  the  gifts  for  life  to  his  children,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
limitation-over  would  be  void  for  remoteness,  (t) 

It  is  almost  needless,  to  remark,  that  wherever  the  rule  in 
question  would  obtain,  if  the  subject-matter  of  the  gifts 
were  real  estate,  it  will  be  of  equal  applicability,  in  regard 
to  similar  limitations  of  personalty ;  the  tendency  of  the 
judicature  being  rather  favcxuble,  than  otherwise,  to  the 
extension  of  the  doctrine,  in  the  latter  case,  beyond  the 
limits,  to  which  it  has  been  confined,  in  the  former. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  the  rule  of  construction  under 
consideration  proceeds  on  the  assumption,  that  the  pre- 
ceding limitation  to  the  issue  operates  to  vest  in  them,  in- 
terests by  purchase  ;  for  if  the  effect  of  that  gift  be,  merely 
to  enlarge  the  first  life-interest  into  an  absolute  limitation, 
the  failure  of  issue  intended  must,  obviously,  be  indefinite, 
and  the  gift-over  is  necessarily  void,  as  too  remote.  (») 

This  consideration  will  show,  that  it  is  a  matter  of  impor- 
tance, in  cases  where  there  is  an  express  gift  to  the  issuSf 
after  a  prior  limitation  to  the  parent,  to  decide,  whether  the 
issue  take  by  purdiase,  {u  e.,  independently,  and  in  their 
own  right,)  or,  whether  the  word, "  issue,**  be  merely  a  word 


(f)  See  Prior  on  « Issue,**  147. 

(<)  Sed  vieUt  MurthwaiU  ▼.  Jen- 
khuoth  npf  a*  where  it  was  held,  that 
the  first  taker  had  the  afasolnte  mterest 
immediaieljft  without  reference  to  the 
limitation  to  the  children  for  life. 

(«)  The  learned  reader  will  oh- 
aerre,  that  it  is  necessary  to  pursue  a 
course,  in  reference  to  the  considera- 
tion of  gifts  of  personalty,  different 
from  that,  adopted  in  the  inquiry  upon 
limitations  of  real  estate,  as  to  the 
question,  under  what  limitations  the 
issue   take  as  purchasers.     In   the 


case  of  real  estate,  the  consequence 
of  rejecting  the  referential  oonstmc- 
tion  is  not  the  femofeMetf  of  the  ul- 
terior gift,  becanse,  geBcnlly  speak- 
ing, it  is  supported  by  the  in^dica- 
tion  of  an  estate-tail  in  the  ancestor; 
but,  as  regards  penonahy,  it  is  ah< 
solutely  necessary,  that  the  referential 
construction  should  obtain,  and,  there- 
fore, that  the  issue  should  take  as 
purchasers,  in  order  to  support  the 
limitadon-OTer,  when  expressed  to 
take  eflfect  on  an  indefinite  failure  of 
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of  limitation,  and,  so,  have  the  effect  of  enlflrging  the  life- 
interest  previously  limited  (v)  Fully  to  comprehend  the 
nature  of  this  question,  it  must  be  remembered,  that  in 
cases,  where,  (supposing  the  subject  of  the  gift  to  be  real 
estate,)  by  the  Rule  in  Shelieyt  ccue^  the  estate  for  life  in 
the  ancestor  would  be  enlarged  into  an  estate-tail,  there,  a 
similar  gift  of  personalty  operates  to  vest  the  absolute  interest 
of  the  term  or  other  chattel,  in  the  person,  who  would  be 
tenant  in-tail,  in  the  former  case :  except  that,  as  the  doctrine 
of  the  union  of  the  particular-estate  for  life  with  the  re- 
mainder, and  consequent  enlai^gement  of  the  former  estate, 
in  dispositions  of  realty,  is  founded  only  on  a  general  rule 
of  law,  established  upon  feodal  principles,  (which  con- 
templated only  real  estate,)  the  Courts  will,  in  putting  an 
interpretation  on  limitations  of  personalty,  endeavour  to 
construe, "  issue,"  as  a  descriptio  personarumy  merely,  where 
a  plain  intention  appears,  to  confine  the  first  taker  to  a  life- 
interest.  In  all  cases,  therefore,  as  before  observed,  where 
the  absolute  interest  in  the  legacy  vests  in  the  first  taker,  by 
reason  of  the  word,  *'  issue,"  being  regarded  as  a  word  of 
limitation,  it  follows,  as  a  necessary  consequence,  that  the 
ulterior  gift,  to  take  effect  on  failure  of  issue  of  the  first 
taker,  will  be  void  for  remoteness,  because  it  implies  a 
general  failure  of  such  issue.  But  where,  by  means  of  an 
explanatory  context,  the  limitation  to  the  issue  or  heirs  of 
the  body  of  the  first  taker,  is  construed,  as  a  designation  of 
the  person  intended  to  take,  on  his  death,  by  purchase, 
then,  as  the  gift-over,  on  failure  of  issue  of  the  first  taker, 
will,  under  the  rule  we  have  been  considering,  be  held  to 
refer  to  the  class  of  issue  previously  described,  it  will  be 

(9)  **  Words  of  pttrchiM  are  those,  by  them ;  whflst  words  of  limitatioii 

bj  whieh,  taken  ahsohitdy,  withont  operate  by  leference  to  or  in  con- 

refereoce  to  or  connexion  with  any  nexion  with  oth§r  word*,  and  extend 

other  words,  the  estate  first  attaches,  or  modify  the  estate  given  by  such 
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or  is  considered  as  commencing,  in      other  words.*'     I  Preston  on  Estates, 
pomt  of  title,  in  the  person  described      38. 
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'*  Issue  **  and 
"heirs  of  the 
body/*  prima- 
rily, words  of 
Umitation. 


In  what  cases, 
"issue  "and 
"  heirs  of  the 
body  "  read  as 
woitls  of  pur- 
chase. 


good,  as  a  limitation  to  take  effect,  in  case  of  the  death  of 
the  first  taker  without  issue  living  at  that  time. 

Now,  as  an  ordinary  rule,  it  may  be  laid  down,  that  the 
words,  ^'  issue,''  and,  ^^  heirs  of  the  body,"  (which  are  generally 
and  primarily  regarded  as  synonymous,  though  the  latter 
expression  is  more  strict  and  technical,)  are  words  of  limi- 
tation, t.  e.f  do  not  cany  the  legacy  to  the  persons  answer- 
ing  that  description,  as  purchiuerSy  after  the  decease  of  the 
ancestor  taking  a  prior  life-interest,  but  describe  and  regulate 
the  quantum  of  interest  to  be  taken  by  such  ancestor.  And 
this  construction  is  not  varied  by  the  circumstance,  of  words 
of  division  or  distribution  being  superadded  to  the  gift  to 
the  issue ;  (tv)  nor  will  that  of  a  gifUover  in  default  of  issue 
afford  sufficient  reason  for  construing  the  word,  *' issue," 
otherwise  than  as  a  word  of  limitation,  (j?) 

This  interpretation,  however,  assumes,  that  the  instrument 
does  not  afford  sufficient  ground  for  a  different  construction ; 
for  all  general  rules  of  construction  must  give  way  to  a  con- 
trary unambiguous  intention,  collected  from  the  whole  con- 
text of  the  deed  or  will.  Thus,  the  superaddition  of  words 
of  limitation  and  representation,  as,  *^  heirs,"  or,  *'  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,"  to  the  gift  to  the  issue,  has,  in 
some  cases,  been  held,  to  show  an  intention  in  the  author  of 
the  gifts,  inconsistent  with  the  legatee  for  life  taking  the 
absolute  interest,  under  the  interpretation  of  the  term, 
"issue,"  as  a  word  of  limitation,  (y)  But  it  seems,  that  these 
additional  expressions  will  not  enable,  *'  issue,"  or, "  heirs  of 
the  body,"  to  operate  as  words  of  purchase,  unless  the  words 
introducing  the  gift-over  confirm  the  supposition,  of  the 
issue  being  intended  to  take  in  their  own  right,  by  referring 


(v)  See  i)oe  V.  ^|;pK»,  4  T.R.  82; 
Ddt  ▼.  Cooper,  1  East,  229  ;  Taie  ▼. 
Clarke,  1  Beav.  100  ;  which,  although 
decided  upon  limitations  of  real  estate, 
seem  authorities,  no  less  ^pUcable  to 
gifts  of  personalty.  Sed  vide,  2  Jarm. 
Pow.  Dev.  638,  639. 


(x)  Doe  7.  FooAenbmt,  1  &  ft 
Aid.  944.     Tate  ▼.  Clarhe^  «6t  n^ra. 

(y)  LoddinffUm  ▼.  JEtaie,  1  Salk. 
224.  Danme  v.  Merr^fieU^  dted  Ca. 
temp.  Talb.  56.  Hodgaenk  ▼.  Busaejf, 
2  Atk.  89. 
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to  them  as  ^  tueh  inae.*    For  if  the  limitadon-OTer  refer  to  lo  wbat  oh«^ 
a  de&ult  of  iasue  generallff,  the  gift  to  the  issue  or  heirs  of  •«  bein  of  Um 
the  body  of  the  first  taker  will  have  its  usual  or  technical  Jj^"  JJ^^_ 
effect,  although  there  be  words  of  representation  appended  to  chaM. 
it  Thus,  where  (s)  there  was  a  devise  of  freeholds,  and  also 
a  bequest  of  leaseholds,  to  A.,  for  life,  and  after  his  decease, 
to  the  heirs  of  hb  body,  '*  their  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
tiBtoTB,  and  assigns,  for  ever ;"  but  in  case  A.  should  die 
wiikaitt  issue^  over  ;  it  was  held,  that  A.  took  an  estate-tail 
in  the  fieeholds,  and  the  absolute  property  in  the  leaseholds. 
And  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  wherever  the  superaddition 
of  words  of  representation  is  denied  the  effect,  of  giving, 
^  iSBoe,"  the  force  of  a  word  of  purchase,  their  virtual  rejec- 
tion fix>m  the  limitations  is  the  alternative  implied ;  (a)  for, 
as  applied  to  any  other  interest,  than  such  as  vests  primarily 
m  the  issue,  they  are  not  only  nugatory,  but,  even,  absurd. 

So,  also,  the  circumstance,  of  the  gift-over  being  expressed 
to  take  efiect,  not  only  upon  a  ''default  of  issue"  of  the 
first  taker,  but,  also,  upon  a  failure  of  iuue  of  such  iesuet 
or  upon  the  iseue  dying  under  twenty^one,  has  been  held 
sufficient,  to  confine  the,  ^  issue,"  first  mentioned,  to  the 
immediate  generation,  and,  so,  to  give  it  the  force  of  a 
word  of  purchase,  (ft) 

So,  again,  where  a  testator  has,  in  other  parts  of  the  same 
will,  and  in  connexion  with  other  dispositions,  used  the 
word,  '*  issue,"  as  synonymous  with,  **  children,"  or,  "sons 
and  daughters,"  it  has  been  interpreted  to  be  a  word  of 
purchase ;  the  context  not  manifesting  any  intention,  to  use 
the  term  in  a  sense,  different  firom  that  which  it  had  before 
been  made  to  convey,  (c) 

(s)  JOmek  ▼.  Wardt  2  Sim.  &  Stn.  has  been  held,  (judgment  in  Jtuon  t. 

409.  Wright,  2  Bligh,  68,)  that  the  force 

(a)  2  Sim.  k.  Stn.  418.  of,  heir$  of  the  body,  as  words  of  limi- 

Q>)  Doe  ▼.  BMrnaaO^  6  T.  R.  30.  tatton,  will  not  be  controlled  bj  a 

JArert  ▼.  /osno,  4  Moo.  327 ;  1  Brod.  gift-oyer,  on  the  issue  dying  under  the 

&  Bbg.  127.  Lttft.  AfofZcy,  1  You.  &  age  of  twenty-one. 


Coll.  5S9.     In  limitationa  of  f«afty,it  (e)  Cunham  v.  Newhtnd,  2  Bing. 

c  c 
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In  what  cases, 
"  iasao  "  and 
*<  heirs  of  the 
body  "  read  as 
woids  of 
purchase. 


Further,  the  word,  *'  issue,"  will  be  a  word  of  parchase,  if 
the  life-interest  and  the  limitation  to  the  issue  are  not  of  the 
same  nature,  i.  0.,  either,  both  legal,  or,  both  equitable,  as  it  is 
necessary,  that  there  should  be  that  identity  of  character,  in 
order  to  the  applicability  of  the  Mule  m  Shettey'M  eases  hi 
limitations  of  real  estates.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  where 
a  term  or  other  chattel  is  limited  in  trust  for  the  separate 
use  of  a  married  woman,  for  life,  and  the  property  is  after- 
wards directly  given  to  her  issue,  the  issue  will  take  as  pur- 
chasers, (d)  But  if  the  personal  estate  be  direeUy  bequeathed 
to  the  feme  J  for  her  separate  use,  and  not  through  the  inter- 
vention of  a  trustee,  the  circumstance,  of  the  life^interest 
being  for  the  separate  use  of  the  legatee,  will  not  prevent  its 
coalescing  with  a  subsequent  limitation  to  her  issue,  {e) 

Again,  in  the  case  of  a  personal  fund,  if  the  interest  only 
be  given  to  the  first  legatee,  and  afterwards  the  capital  or 
corpus  of  the  fund,  be  limited  to  the  issue,  it  has  been 
sometimes  held,  that  they  will  take  as  purchasers:  and 
where  a  bequest  of  this  kind  occurred,  and  there  were  no 
issue  to  take,  the  consequence  of  the  construction  in  question 
had  place ;  vts.,  the  aflBrmation  of  the  title  of  the  ulterior 
legatee.  (/)  Where,  indeed,  the  limitation  has  been  to  the 
heirs  of  the  body  of  the  first  taker,  the  circumstance,  of  the 
gift  to  the  latter  being  of  the  interest  only,  was  (as  was  above 
remarked,)  held  insufficient,  to  prevent  the  whole  l^^acy 


N.  S.  58;  2  Moo.  &  Sc.  105;  2 
BeaT.  146.  The  decitkm  in  this  case 
has  been  referred  to  the  gronnd  stated 
in  the  text,  although,  as  the  reasons 
of  the  judges  do  not  appear,  (it  being 
a  ease  from  Chancery,)  it  may  he 
doubtful,  upon  what  it  is  to  be  rested. 
It  would  not  seem,  that  the  circum- 
stance, of  there  being  "  benefit  of  sur- 
TiTorship  among  the  issue,**  would 
suffice  to  prevent,  "issue,**  being  a 
word  of  limitation,  any  more  than 


words  of  division  or  dntributioB  aXknr 
it  so  to  eperat*.  See  also  JEtidfmm^ 
T.  MumkeUriek,  I  Dr.  &  War.  84. 

(d)  SaMd$  J.  DixwO^cHed  2  Ves. 
sr.  852,  861.  IVke  t.  IVwc^  died 
2  Ves.  sr.  234. 

(c)  Domglat  ▼.  Ccmgrtctt  1  Bear. 
59. 

(/)  Kta^  Y.  JBA«,  2  Bro.  C.  C 
570.  Perhaps,  however,  the  wordl, 
"such,**  in  the  gift-over,  exercised 
some  influence^  in  th» 
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ing  in  him :  (g)  bat  that  doctrine  must  be  oonsideied  to  rest  In  what 


upon  the  superior  force  of,  '^  hein  of  the  body,'*  as  words  of  Mhdn  of  the 

limitation^  in  comparison  with  that  of  the  word,  "  issoe*''  (A)  ^|^u  ^^  " 

And  in  reference  to,  **  iasae,"  also,  it  seems,  that,  unless  the  p«rchMe. 

dictinction,  between   interest  and  capital  or  eorpu9,  be 

plamlj  marked,  it  will  operate  as  a  word  of  limitation. 

Thus,  in  a  recent  case,  (i)  where  a  testator  gave  the  sum  of 

SOOLy  stock,  '<  to  S.  T.,  to  receive  the  interest  during  her 

life,  and  then  to  her  issue,  but  in  case  of  her  death  without 

iflsae,  the  said  sum  of  60011, stock,"  to  go  over;  Lord  Lang^ 

iakf  M.  R.,  held,  that  S.  T.  took  the  absolute  interest  in 

the  sum  of  stock,  and  that  the  ulterior  bequest,  upon  her 

death  without  issue,  was  void  for  remoteness. 

But,  in  general,  the  interpretation  o(  ''  issue,"  as  a  word 
of  limitation,  will  prevail,  notwithstanding  the  testator  has 
affixed  to  the  previous  gift  for  life,  words,  seemingly  nega- 
tiving any  enlargement  of  that  interest,  such  as,  '*  and  no 
longer,"  or,  **  and  not  otherwise ;"  (/;  nor  will  the  circum-* 
stance,  of  the  gift  to  the  issue  being  expressed  to  take  effect, 
^afterwards,"  or,  ^  after  the  decease"  of  the  first  taker, 
suffice,  to  prevent  the  union  of  the  two  interests,  and  the 
consequent  enlargement  of  that  of  the  first  taker,  (k)  And, 
in  a  recent  case,  (Q  this  construction  of  the  whole  l^acy 


(p)  B^tUi:/IM  T.    BvUmJUId,  1  v.  i>l{<<;  1  HMid.  488.  S^dvid^P 

Vet.  nr.  133,  154.     ToAm  t.  PiU,  eoekr.  Spotmer,  2  Vera.  43;  D^ffhnu 

1  Mftdd.  488 ;  a  C.  m&  Mom.  Earl  y.  Goodman,  2  Freem.  228,  231  ; 
^aiatkam  r.  Daw  IMUif  6  Bro.  Worman  t.  Seamam,  Fin.  Ch.  Rep. 
PttL  Ca.  460.     G&MT  ▼.  Sinikoff,  279;  2  Ch.  Ca.  209;  and  Clare  ▼. 

2  Bra.  C.  C.  33.  Ckaro,  Ca.  temp.  Talb.21.  It  leems 
(A)  See  Prior  on  "  rMoe,"  173.  clear,  howe?er,  that, '  at  the  present 
(t)  AUanuy- General  ▼.  BHgki,  2  day,  theie  cases  eanncyt  be  treated,  as 

Keen,  57.     And  see  2  Jarm.  Pow.  poiioimng  any  authority,  so  far  as  ibey 

Der.  639.  may  establish  a  different  doctrine  from 

0')lZo6tiiMiiT.ito»tMo»,lBiiir.38.  that  laid  down  in  the  text     Seethe 

(i)  T%otbridffeT.  iBamrM,2  Yes.  obserra^ns  of  Sir  J%omaa  Fhmier, 

V.  233.  Kmckw.  ir<inl,2  8tra.  &  Stn.  respecting  them;  1  Ifadd.  483,  486, 

409.    3tee  ▼.   Chrkt,  1  Beav.  100.  487. 

^ttMi  V.  £mo%  19  Yes.  73.     lUUfl  (I)  Taie  7.  Cksrktf  M  wfra. 

C  C  2 
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In  wliat  eaiei,  Testing  in  the  first  taker,  by  force  of  a  subficiqnent  sift  to  hia 
«*  hmn  of  the  issue,  united  with  that  to  himself,  was  adhered  to,  although 
woi^  of  **  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  before  the  testator,  and  had  left  issue,  who  were, 
purchMe.  of  consequence,  deprived  of  all  benefit  of  the  limitations, 
either  as  representatives  of  their  parent,  or  under  the  gift  to 
them. 

It  may  be  observed,  that  if,  ^*  children,"  be  the  term  used, 
much  less  explanatory  context  will  suffice,  to  give  it  the 
force  of  a  word  of  purchase,  than  is  requisite,  in  regard  to, 
''  issue :"  e.  g.,  words  of  ditnsian  or  dUtribuiion  will  generally 
be  sufficient,  to  prevent  its  being  construed  as  a  word  of 
limitation,  (m)  In  the  absence,  however,  of  any  expression  or 
circumstance,  showing,  that,  *' children,"  was  intended  to 
operate  as  a  word  of  purchase,  it  will  be  construed,  as 
synonymous  with,  ''issue,"  and,  therefore,  will  have  the 
efiect,  of  vesting  the  absolute  interest  in  the  first  taker,  (n) 

llie  preceding  observations  will  show,  (what,  indeed,  has 
been  before  hinted  at,)  that  the  mere  circumstance,  of  the  in- 
terest of  the  first  taker  being  expressly  confined  to  his  life, 
will,  in  no  case,  be  sufficient,  of  itself,  to  prevent,  ^  issue,** 
operating  as  a*  word  of  limitation :  although  it  may  generally 
be  predicated,  that,  in  such  cases,  the  intent  of  the  author 
of  the  gift' is  adverse  to  any  enlargement  of  that  intereaL 
Thus,  Lord  Thurlow,  on  occasion  of  this  circumstance  beia^ 
urged  in  IGivor  of  such  a  construction,  observed  :(o) — ^'^I 
think  the/aigument  immaterial,  that  he  meant  the  first 
estate  to  be  an  estate  for  life.  I  take  it,  that  in  all  cases,  the 
testator  does  mean  so;  I  rest  it  upon  what  he  meant  after* 
wards."  Perhaps,  however,  some  weight  is  due  to  this  cir- 
cumstance, when  it  is  assisted  by  any  expressions  or  other 
circumstances,  pointing  to  an  intention,  to  use,  **  issue,"  as 
a  word  of  piurhase ;  although  (it  may  be)  neither,  taken 

(m)  J>oew.  raughoH,  5  B.  &  AU.  («)  In  /met  ▼.  Miirgtm^  1  Bro.  C. 

464.    Doe  v.  L^  I  T.  R.  593.  C.  220;  adopUd  bjr  Lord  LtmgdA, 

(»)  Gawkr  ▼.  OMf,  Jae.  346.  in  Doits^  t.  Cbiyiwf,  I  Basr.  71. 
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sepanUely,  would  be  of  sufficient  importance,  to  authorize  In  what  cue9» 
that  construction,  (p)  "  ^  ^f^ 

It  seems,  that  where,  instead  of  a  term  being  limited  for  ^'^^"if*^  ** 
life,  and  afterwards,  to  the  issue  of  the  first  taker,  a  sub-term  punsluM. 
is  created  out  of  it,  determinable  on  the  death  of  the  person 
to  whom  it  is  limited,  and,  after  his  decease,  to  the  heire  of 
his  body,  or  issue,  the  issue  will  take  by  purchase*  Thus, 
where  {q)  A.,  possessed  of  a  term  of  2000  years,  demised  to 
trustees,  for  1700  years,  if  he  and  his  wife,  or  any  of  their 
issue,  should  live  so  long,  in  trust  for  A.,  for  99  years,  and 
afterwards,  for  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  A.,  on  his  wife ;  it  was 
insisted,  by  the  administratrix  of  A.,  after  his  decease,  that 
the  whole  trust  of  the  term  of  1700  years,  vested  in  the  fiither, 
and  was  executed  in  him,  and  that  the  issue  could  not  take 
by  purchase :  but,  it  was  held,  that,  inasmuch  as  there  was 
a  term  of  99  yeai%  taken  out  of  the  1700  years'  term,  and 
the  fiuher  had  a  particular-estate  unto  him  for  99  years,  the 
trust  of  the  whole  term  during  the  1 700  years,  was  not  exe- 
cuted to  the  fiither,  but  that  the  limitation  to  the  heirs  of 
his  body  would  carry  it  to  all  the  children  equally. 

And,  so  also,  where  a  term,  or  other  personal  estate,  is 
agreed  to  be  settled  by  fnarriage^rticles,  upon  a  person,  for 
life,  and,  after  his  decease,  upon  his  issue  by  the  intended 
marriage,  it  may  be  laid  down,  as  a  general  rule,  that  a 
Court  of  Equity  will  execute  the  articles,  by  limiting  the 
property,  to  the  issue,  as  purchasers,  by  analogy  to  the  rule, 
which  is  ordinarily  observed,  in  regard  to  similar  limitations 
of  real  estate,  when  the  Court  executes  the  articles,  by  direct- 
ing limitations  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  marriage, 
SQocesrively  in  tail,  with  remainder,  to  the  daughters,  as 
tenants  in  common  in  tuL  This  rule  proceeds  upon  the 
obrious  purpose  of  the  instrument;  viz.,  the  securing  a  pro- 
ririon  for  the  issue  of  the  marriage,  independent  and  fi^e 
fiom  the  control  of  the  parties  contracting  marriage.   Indeed, 

(p)  See  the  obMrvatknis  of   Sir      4S4. 
Tkamoi  Bbmr,  I  BfwU.  476,  483,  (9)   Ward  ▼.  Bradley,  3  Vera.  23. 
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In  what  cases,   not  onlv  in  the  case  of  marriage-erticlesy  but  whenever  the 

•*  ifltae  **  and  ^ 

"heinofthe  gifts  are  in  the  nature  of  executory  trusts,  and  not  com- 
wo^  of  "  P^^^^  ^^  themselves,  a  Court  of  Equity  will,  in  executing 
purchaie.  the  limitations  of  the  will  or  settlement,  provide  for  the 
issue,  by  means  of  a  limitation  to  them,  as  purchasers, 
unless  an  intention  appears  upon  the  &ce  of  the  instrument, 
to  vest  the  absolute  interest  in,  and  control  over,  the  pro- 
perty, in  the  first  taker,  (r)  But,  in  order  to  this  interference, 
on  the  part  of  the  Court,  it  will  not  suffice,  that  the  limita- 
tions are,  by  way  of  trust;  for  that  admits  of  their  being 
perfectly  complete  in  themsehes ;  but  it  must  appear,  that 
the  author  of  the  gift  contemplated  some  fiirther  settlement, 
as  carrying  out  his  intentions,  and  for  which,  the  trusts  de- 
clared by  him,  are  intended,  as  general  heads  or  instructions, 
'* Issue"  has  also  been  construed  to  be  a  word  of  purchase, 
where,  after  a  limitation  of  a  term,  to  A.  and  his  issue,  there 
was  a  gift-over,  if  A.  should  die  and  leave  no  issue :  («) 
Lord  Hardwicke  observing,  in  that  case,  that  the  words^ 
**  leave  no  issue,"  related  to  any  child  living  at  A*'s  decease, 
and,  therefore,  showed,  that  such  issue  was  to  take,  after  A.'s 
death,  and,  consequently,  that,  **  issue,"  was  to  be  considered 
as  a  word  of  purchase.  It  may,  perhaps,  admit  of  a  doubt, 
however,  whether,  at  this  day,  *'  leave,"  would  suffice  to  give, 
*^  issue,"  the  force  of  a  word  of  purchase,  unless  the  dis- 
tinction, between  the  prior  life-interest  and  the  gift  to  the 
issue,  were  clearly  marked  :  and  that  was  not  the  case  with 
the  limitations,  in  regard  to  which.  Lord  Hardwicke  laid 
down  the  rule  just  stated ;  the  gift,  there,  being,  to  F.  and 
L.,  and  to  their  issue,  and  if  either  of  them  should  happen 
to  die,  and  leave  no  issue,  over. 

It  has  been  already  hinted,  that,  in  putting  a  construction 
upon, ''  issue,"  as  a  word  of  limitation,  or  a  word  of  purchase, 
force  has  been  attached  to  the  circumstance,  of  the  gift-over 
being,  in  default  of  ^t<cA  issue;  as  favoring  the  presumption, 

(r)   See  Roehjbri  ▼.  Flttmamrice^      Andseetbeobierva^nf  ofSfar  TbMot 
2  Dr.  &  War.  1.  iybiiicr,inrefeKncetotbatcMe,lMidd. 

(f)  Lan^tleyr,  Bhwer,  3  Atk.  398.      485;  and  2  Jarm.  Pow.  Dct.  635. 


619a  hl— ecB.  m.]  '  on  waoajbm  or  isbub. 


391 


that  it  was  intended  to  take  effect  in  defitult  o{  children,  who  In  what^ 

were  to  become  entitled  as  purchaters.  (t)  Indeed,  the  true  theirs  of  the 

import  of  the  word,  "  such,"  will  be  immediately  manifest,  J|^"<JS^  ** 

if  it  be  considered,  that  the  alternative  of  the  not  holding  it  pvrdiMe. 

to  amount  to  a  suflkdent  indication  of  intention,  that  the 

issue  were  to  take  by  purchase,  is  its  virtual  erasure  fix>m 

the  wording  of  the  limitations.    It  cannot,  however,  be,  by 

any  means,  said,  that  the  rule,  which  declares,  **  issue,"  and, 

^  heirs  of  the  body,"  to  be,  prirndfaciet  words  of  limitation, 

will,  in  eveiy  case,  yield  to  the  presumption  of  a  contrary 

intention,  derivable  from  the  expression,  **  such  issue,"  For 

instance,  where  (ii)  there  was  a  bequest,  to  A.,  during  his  life, 

and  afterwards,  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  if  any,  and  in  defauU 

of  such  isntet  over ;  it  was  held,  that  A.  took  the  absolute 

interest  in  the  personal  property.    Perhaps,  therefore,  the 

rule  may  be  said  to  be,  that  where  other  circumstances  aid 

the  construction  of  the  issue  taking  by  purchase,  as,  fer 

example,  words  of  representation  superadded  to  the  gift  to 

them,(«)  the  circumstance,  of  the  limitationHyver  being,  'Mn 

de&olt  of  such  issue,"  is  sufficient,  to  incline  the  balance  of 

legal  interpretation,  to  that  construction,  {w) 

Again,  words,  contemplating  the  contingency  of  the  non" 
existence  of  issue,  will  be  inoperative,  to  vest  the  property  in 


(0  JRmdk  V,  ffard,  2  Sim*  &  Stu. 
417.  Clearlj,  however,  as  respects 
mi  estate^  the  word,  -  nek"  is  of  no 
force,  to  rebut  the  ordinvy  constrac* 
tioD  of,  "  issue,**  as  a  word  of  limita- 
tion, and  the  ancestor,  therefore,  still 
takes  an  estate-taiU  See  2  Jann. 
Wills,  342 ;  Prior  on  *'  Issae,"  162. 

(v)  EUon  T.  Eaaom,  19  Ves.  73. 
Aad  see  ItefttH  ▼.  Pin,  1  Madd.  488. 

(v)  MBmek  t.  Ward,  mU  vtpra, 

(v)  It  may,  at  first  sight,  seem, 
tbat  the  cfaaneter  aad  extent  of  the 
finttakei^s  interest  axe  to  be  governed, 
bj  the  worda  in  the  limitation  to  him* 
self  and  his  issoe^  only,  and  not  by  the 
tsnns  of  the  gifUover ;  but  the  case  ap- 


pears to  be  embraced  by  the  exception, 
made  by  Sir  ThamoM  thmtr,  in  l^im 
▼.  mttiMBU  1  Madd.  481,  in  favor 
of  those  instances,  where  the  words 
of  the  limitadon-over, "  bear  upon,  and 
unite  with,  and  tend  to  aSbct,  the 
construction  of  the  prior  words,  and 
which,  in  many  cases,  may  enable  us 
to  come  to  a  conclusion  respecting  it. " 
This  general  principle  seems  adverse 
to  the  doctrine,   advanced  by  Mr. 
PHor,  (Treatise  on  "  Issue,"!  45, 146,) 
that  limitations,  in  which  the  gift- 
over  is  introduced  by,  "in  default  of 
issue,"  are  to  receive  the  same  con- 
struction, as  thoee,  where  the  words, 
**  in  defittdt  of  smcA  issue,"'i)ccur. 
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In  what  cases,   them,  88  purchasers,  if  there  are  no  other  circumstances, 
he^of  the     concurring  to  assist  that  construction.    Thus,  in  a  case. 


i^*o7*^  "    cently  cited,  {x)  where  the  limitation,  to  the  heirs  of  the  body 

purchase.         of  the  legatee  for  life,  was  accompanied  by  the  words,  **  if 

any,"  and  followed  by  a  gift-over  on  failure  of  such  issue,  the 

first  taker  was  held  to  be  entitled  absolutely,  and  the  gifU 

over,  declared  to  be  too  remote. 

Lastly,  it  is  to  be  noted,  that  the  circumstance,  of  the 
gift-over  being  expressly  confined  to  take  effect,  upon  a 
failure  of  issue  Uving  at  the  death  of  the  first  taker ^  will 
not  prevent,  ^  issue,"  being  construed  as  a  word  of  limita- 
tion, where  the  prior  limitations,  regarded  irrespectively  of 
the  gift-over,  require,  or  admit  o^  that  oonstructioD.  Thus, 
where  (y)  a  testator  bequeathed  his  residuary  personal  estate^ 
to  his  four  sons,  share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  to  the  issue  of  their  several  and  respective 
bodies  lawfully  b^otten,  but,  in  case  of  the  death  of  any 
or  either  of  them,  without  issue  lawfully  begotten  Umng 
at  the  time  of  his  or  their  death  or  respective  deaths^  then, 
the  part  or  share  of  him  or  them  so  dying,  to  go  to  the 
survivors  and  survivor,  equally,  share  and  share  alike,  and 
to  the  issue  of  their  several  and  respective  bodies  law- 
fully begotten;  it  was  argued,  that,  as  in  the  Executory 
bequest-over,  the  words  were,  '^  dying  without  issue  living 
at  the  time  of  the  death,"  it  was  good,  and  had  the  effect  of 
showing,  that  the  word,  '*  issue,"  was  meant  to  be  used  as  a 
word  of  purchase.  But,  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  V.  C,  thus 
forcibly  combated  the  alignment : — "  Surely  it  is  competent 
to  a  testator,  to  say,  *  if  my  sons  bear  children,  I  mean,  that 
they  shall  have  an  absolute  interest,  in  all  my  personal  pro- 
perty ;  but,  if  it  ultimately  turns  out,  that  they  leave  no 
children  at  the  time  of  their  death,  or,  if  any  one  of  them 
should  not,  I  give  it  over,  in  the  way  I  propose.'  If  it  could 
be  shown,  that  the  two  propositions  were  incompatible,—- 

(x)  BlUmy.  Eaaom,vbi  smpnu  (jf)  Lyon  v.  MiickeO^  1  Madd.  467. 
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that,  to  give  an  absolute  interest^  in  one  event,  was  incom-  In  what  cues* 
patible  with  giving  it  over^  in  a  contrary  event, — then,  un*  Mbein  of  the 
doobtedlj,  proving  the  second  proposition  would  prove  («)  Jj^" Jf*^  ** 
the  first ;  but,  if  the  two  propositions  may  stand  together,  purchiM. 
vi&,  that  he  should  give  it,  absolutely,  to  the  sons,  in  one 
event,  and  give  it  over,  in  another  event,  how  does  it  at 
an  advance  the  aigument,  or  show,  that,  because,  in  the 
e?ent  of  the  sons  leaving  no  children,  he  has  given  it  over, 
that  teUs  us,  what  is  to  be  done,  if  the  son  has  children  ?^ 
And  the  learned  judge,  accordingly,  decided,  that  the 
bequests  to  the  four  sons  and  their  issue,  passed  absolute 
interests  to  the  former,  the  share  of  each  being  defeasible, 
on  his  death  without  issue  then  living.    Although,  however, 
this  last  point  is,  in  some  measure,  connected  with  our  pre- 
sent subject,  it  is  illustrative,  only  in  a  small  degree,  of  the 
chief  end  of  this  inquiry,  viz.,  the  application  of  the  rule, 
which  validates  a  limitadon-over,  expressed  to  take  effect 
upon  an  indefinite  &ilure  of  issue,  by  referring  the  word, 
'*  issue,"  to  a  particular  description  of  issue,  entitled,  as  pur- 
chasers, under  a  preceding  gift. 

Thos,  have  we  endeavoured,  to  ascertain  the  leading 
distinctions,  which  have  obtained,  in  regard  to  the  con- 
straction  to  be  put  upon,  '^issue,**  as,  either,  a  word  of 
limitation,  or,  a  word  of  purchase,  as  the  necessaiy  sequel 
to  our  consideration  of  the  rule,  validating  a  limitation, 
to  take  effect  upon  a  iSsulure  of  issue,  by  referring  the 
words,  '*  die  without  issue,"  and  the  like,  to  a  descript  class 
of  issue,  entitled,  under  a  preceding  gift  to  them,  as  pur- 
chasers. 

The  principle  of  that  rule  is,  in  one  respect,  the  same, 
with  that  of  the  rule,  formerly  considered,  which  ascertains 


(z)  Or,  ntlier,  would  diwprw :  Uiat  ing  iisae  tunriying  him,  the  property 

ill  a|Mm  the  hjpothetb  ununed,  (the  was  to  go  over,  would  negatiYe  the 

inoDinpitibility  of  the  two  propoti-  siq>poBed  intentioii,  to  give  the  ab» 

tioos,)  the  proving,  that,  in  the  event  solute  interest,  in  the  event  of  his 

of  the  irrt  taker  ■  death  wiUumt  leav.  death,  having  such  issue.    . 
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the  validity  of  limitations  with  a  double  aspect,  inasmuch  as 
the  ulterior  pft  does  not  take  placCi  as  a  limitation  afler 
or  vupon  the  preceding  one,  to  the  issue ;  but,  in  the  alterna- 
tive, only,  of  there  being  no  such  issue  in  existence,  at  the 
death  of  the  first  taker,  or,  of  no  such  issue  living  to  acquire 
a  vested  interest  under  the  preceding  gift  to  them.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  consequence  of  the  gift-over,  on  the 
failure  of  issue  of  the  first  taker,  not  being  referrible  to 
the  class  of  issue,  previously  described,  or,  of^  ^' issue,"  not 
operating  as  a  word  of  purchase,  is,  that  the  limitation-over 
is  void  for  remoteness,  as  being  to  arise  upon  an  indefinite 
failure  of  issue. 
Qnestionofthe  Jt  need  scarcely  be  observed,  that,  in  the  case  of  abe- 
the  referential  quest  to  a  pcTson,  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  to  his 
does  not  n^,  children,  or  other  issue,  as  purchasers,  and,  in  defiiult  of 
in^uced^b^'  mcA  issue,  over  to  another,  the  ulterior  gift  is  fi:ee  finom  any 
"  in  defiuilt  of  objection,  on  the  ground  of  remoteness ;  as,  in  such  case,  it 
is  clear,  that  the  gift-over  is  only  to  take  effect^  in  the  event 
of  there  being  no  issue,  of  the  required  description,  at  the 
death  of  the  legatee  for  life.  And,  so  alscs  if  the  vesting  of 
the  interests  of  the  issue,  be  postponed  to  the  time  of  their 
attaining  their  majority,  or  other  period  within  the  bound- 
aries fixed  by  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  the  giftrover, 
in  the  event  of  there  being  '*  no  9uch  issue,"  will  be  equally 
valid,  as  referring  to  the  contingency,  of  no  issue  acquiring 
a  vested  interest  under  the  preceding  limitaUons.  In  such 
cases,  therefore,  that  follows,  as  the  direct  e£Gect  of  the  con* 
struction  and  wording  of  the  limitations,  which  is  brought 
about,  indirectly  and  constructively,  in  those  cases,  idiere 
the  gift-over  does  not  expressly  refer  to  the  class  of  issiie, 
previously  described,  but,  is  construed  to  have  that  rdatioD, 
under  the  rule  we  have  been  considering,  where  the  issue 
take  as  purchasers. 
^M,  where  Indeed,  the  words,  '*  wch  issue,"  were,  in  one  case,  allowed, 

these  words 

were  held  to      to  give  efiect  to  a  limitation-over,  where  the  inue  did  not 
vliaior  limi-     ^^^  ^  purchasers ;  but  the  word  used  b  the  prior  gift  was. 
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**  children,"  instead  of,  ^  iasue."    Thus,  (a)  a  testator  be-  ^tioB* 
queathed    leasehold  property,  to  his  daughter,   and  her  *''tan!^m 
children^  and  in  default  of  such  iuue^  and  in  case  of  ^^^^^J^* 
her  death,  over,  to  A.  and  B* :  and  Sir  Thomoi  Plumer,  ^.^^  ^ 

Imulitioii* 

M.  R.,  after  sayings  that  the  words,  ^  in  case  of  her  death,** 
were  sufficient,  to  confine  the  fiulure  of  issue  to  the  death 
of  the  daughter,  also  remarked,  that,  independently  of 
that  construction,  he  thought,  ^'that,  firom  the  gift  being 
to  the  daughter  and  her  children,  there  was  enough  to 
show,  that  the  latter  words  were  descriptive  of  her  dying 
trithout  leaving  children;^  and  he,  accordingly,  decided 
in  &Tor  of  the  ulterior  legatees.  Doubtless,  this  con- 
stniction  most  accords  with,  what  may  be  presumed  to 
have  been,  the  testator's  intention,  in  such  a  case ;  but,  it 
seems  difficult,  to  reconcile  it  with  the  other  construction, 
adopted  in  the  same  case,  of  the  whole  interest  vesting  in 
the  daughter,  by  force  of  the  gift  to  her  and  her  children* 
To  produce  that  effect,  **  children,"  must  be  read,  as  syno- 
nymous with,  **  issue ;"  and,  it  has  before  been  said,  that  such 
is,  generally,  the  proper  interpretation  of  that  word.  But,  if 
that  be  so,  there  seems  an  end  of  all  argument,  in  favor  of  a 
restricted  fiulure  of  issue,  so  far  as  it  is  derived  from  the 
word,  **  such,"  because  the  issue,  previously  described,  has 
been  ascertained  to  be,  the  whole  line  of  issue  of  the  first 
taker,  however  remote,  (b)  and,  also,  because  they  do  not 
take  as  purchasera.  It  seems  impossible,  therefore,  upon 
strict  rules  of  law,  to  evade  one  of  two  constructions :  either, 
that  the  children  take  as  purchasers,  so  as  to  validate  the 
gift-Kwer :  or,  that,  ''  children,"  is  a  word  of  limitation ;  in 
which  case,  the  fiiilure  of  issue  subsequently  mentioned 
must,  necessarily,  be  an  indefinite  failure,  and  that  makes 
the  gift^'over  void  for  remoteness. 
It  is  to  be  remarked,  in  conclusion  of  this  subject,  that  Rule  not  yet 

the  doctrine  of  referential  construction  has  hitherto  only  HmHuirasIn 

deedf. 

(a)  Gowkr  T.  Cadby,  Jac.  346.  (ft)  Vide,  Prior  on  "Inue,'*  145. 
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had  place,  in  regard  to  limitations  in  wilb,  as  well,  where  the 
subject-matter  has  been  personalty,  as,  where  it  was  real 
estate;  occasion  having,  apparently,  never  arisen,  for  the 
judicial  consideration  of  the  question,  of  the  applicability  of 
the  rule  to  limitations  in  instruments  inter  vivot. 


Subdivision  4. 


Introdactory 
observations. 


Nature  of 
recent  enact* 
m^nt. 


The  operation  of  7  OuL  4  and  1  Vict,  c.  26,  i.  29,  upon 
testamentary  limitations  of  personal  estate^  to  take  effect 
on  a  dying  without  issue. 

Having  thus  ascertained,  the  general  rules  of  law  appli- 
cable to  limitations  of  personal  estate  after  a  failure  of  issue, 
and  having,  also,  discovered,  what  expressions  and  circam- 
stances  are  allowed  to  have  the  eifect  of  restricting  words^ 
primarily  importing  a  general  failure  of  issue,  to  a  dying 
without  issue  living  at  the  death,  and  having,  fiirther,  in- 
quired into  the  different  exceptions  to  the  rule,  which 
invalidates  a  gift  of  chattels,  depending  upon  an  indefinite 
fidlure  of  issue,  as  those  several  subjects  stand  unafiected  by 
the  statute,  1  Vict  c.  26,  it  will  now  be  proper,  to  take  a 
short  notice  of  the  alterations,  direct  or  consequential,  in- 
troduced by  the  recent  enactment.  It  is  obvious;,  however, 
that  those  alterations  are  fiu:  less  extensive,  in  reference 
to  limitations  of  personalty,  than,  as  respects  limitations 
of  real  estate,  on  account  of  the  strong  inclination  which 
has  always  been  evinced,  in  favor  of  a  restricted  interpre- 
tation of  words  importing  a  fidlure  of  issue,  when  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  gift  is  personal  estate. 

The  reiteration  of  the  terms  of  the  recent  enactment  wiQ 
be  unnecessary :  suffice  it  to  remind  the  reader,  that,  in  any 
bequest  of  personal  estate,  words,  importing  &ilure  of  issile 
of  a  person,  are,  by  the  new  law,  to  be  construed  to  mean, 
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a  fiulore  of  issue,  in  the  lifetime  or  at  the  death  of  such 
penon,  unless  a  contnuy  intention  appears,  by  reason  of 
such  person  having  a  prior  estate-tail,  or  of  a  preceding 
gift  being,  without  any  implication  arising  from  such  words, 
a  limitation  of  an  estate-tail  to  such  person  or  issue ;  the 
enactment  not  to  be  extended  to  cases,  where  the  before- 
mentioned  words  import,  if  no  issue  described  In  a  preced- 
ing gift  shall  be  bom,  or  if  there  shall  be  no  issue,  who  shall 
attain  the  age,  or  answer  the  description,  required  for  ob- 
taining a  vested  estate,  by  a  preceding  gift  to  such  issue. 

1.  The  first  observation  which  occurs,  with  respect  to  Esbctofiioir 
this  new  law,  is,  that  in  every  case  of  a  simple  bequest  of  a  JjJlJ^^ 
tenn  or  other  chattel,  to  a  person,  (whether  with  or  without  beouett  to  A^ 

BXM  on  his 

words  of  representation,)  with  a  limitation-over,  upon  his  death,  or  detth 
death  without   issue,    or  upon  the  fidluie  of  issue  of  a  ^thoat  imim, 
stranger,  the  prior  legatee  takes  the  absolute  interest  in  the  ^^* 
chattel,  defeasible  on  his  death  without  leaving  issue  living 
at  that  time,  or,  (as  the  case  may  be)  on  the  death  of  the 
stranger  without  leaving  issue  surviving  him. 

2.  If  there  be  a  bequest  to  A.,  after  the  death  of  R  with-  ^to  A.,  after 
out  issue,  no  preceding  gift  being  made  to  B.,  the  bequest  ^^^^*^^e  • 
to  A.  win  take  effect,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  B.,  with- 
out leaving  issue  living  at  that  time* 

3.  If  the  property  be  limited  to  the  first  taker,  for  his  life  —to  A.  for 
only,  that  interest  will  not  be  enlarged,  by  virtue  of  a  sub-  hjU  aoath*^ 
sequent  limitation-over  on  his  death  without  issue;  (such  witbout iiroa^ 
enlargement  taking  place,  only,  where,  in  a  similar  limita* 

tion  of  realty,  an  estate-tail  would  be  raised,  by  implication, 
in  the  first  taker,  and  such  implication  not  being  admissible, 
where  the  failure  of  issue  is  restricted ;)  but  that  limitation- 
over  will  take  place,  as  an  Executory  bequest,  to  arise,  in  the 
event  of  the  death  of  the  first  taker,  without  leaving  issue 
then  living.  If,  therefore,  he  leave  issue  surviving  him,  the 
giftrover  will  fail  of  effect,  and,  as  there  is  no  express  gift 
to  the  issue,  there  will,  consequently,  be  (as  it  should  seem) 
an  intestacy. 
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Whether,  in  The  same  degree  of  doubt,  indeed,  may  be  considered  to 

such  a  case,  the  _  .  .  ,      ,  .  1 1    •  i 

issue  take  anj  attach  to  the  question,  whether  any  mterest  would,  m  such 
inm^uion.  ^  ^^^^>  ^  implied,  in  favor  of  the  issue,  as  has  been  before 
said  (c)  to  exist,  in  regard  to  similar  devises  of  real  estate. 
Where  (d)  a  bequest  was  made  of  the  inieresi  of  a  sum 
of  money,  to  a  person,  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  without 
child  or  children^  the  principal  and  interest  to  go  over.  Sir 
Thomas  Plumer,  M.  R.,  held,  that,  on  the  death  of  the  first 
legatee  leaving  children,  they  took  the  legacy,  by  necessary 
implication*  But,  it  must  be  noticed,  that,  in  this  case, 
besides  the  circumstance,  of  the  gift-over  being,  in  defiuilt  of 
children  of  the  first  taker,  and  of  the  marked  distinction, 
between  the  interest  and  the  principal,  in  the  prior  g^  axid 
the  limitation-over,  there  were  prefatory  expreasiona^  which 
plainly  implied,  that,  though  the  first  taker  was  to  be  confined 
to  a  life  interest,  the  testator  intended,  her  fiunily  to  have  the 
benefit  of  the  legacy.  The  decision,  cannot,  therefore,  be 
treated,  as  an  authority,  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  bequest  for 
life,  with  a  limitation-over,  upon  the  death  of  the  first  taker 
without  iisue,  (then  living ;  as  necessarily  implied  in  the  con- 
tingency expressed;)  without  any  stronger  drcumstance, 
manifesting  an  intention,  to  give  the  property  to  the  laBoe, 
should  any  survive  the  first  taker. 
'  On  the  other  hand,  in  a  more  recent  case,  (e)  where 

a  sum  of  50002i,  stock,  was  bequeathed,  in  trust  for  A.,  for 
life,  and  in  case  he  married  a  woman,  with  a  fortune  of 
aspedfied  amount,  the  6000L  to  be  setded  on  his  wife,  and 
the  issue  of  such  marriage,  but,  in  case  of  A^'a  decease, 


(e)  VkU  n^pra,  p.  2d6.  ' 
(d)  Eg parU Bop«n,2'MaM.449. 
And  see,  LetkUttOier  ▼.  TVocy,  8 
Atk.  784.  But,  in  the  latter  case,  the 
testator  had  prenoosly  litmted  estates 
by  purchase,  to  particidar  issae,  which 
favored  the  implication  of  a  similar 
gift,  to  the  issue  not  included  in  the 
preceding  limitations.     Moreover,  no 


afgunent  was  addressed  to  uie  Cooit, 
against  the  raisnig  of  a  gift  by  ftr^ 
chase :  it  had  reference  only  to  the 
question  of  the  implicatioB  of  an  tttaie' 
ttttif  for  whidi,  theva  was,  clearly,  bo 
pretext. 

(e)  GrsMS  t.*  Ward,  \  Russw  263 ; 
stated  to  have  been  aSiiined  on  ap- 
peal, 2  Hy.  &  K.  44«. 


fflC.  HL— «17B.  IT.]     OOf  PAILUBB  OF  IBBOB.  399 

lemng  no  iaue  of  hit  body 9  then,  over;  A.  manried  a 
vomao,  who  had  not  the  fortune  required  by  the  will, 
and  died,  leaving  iasue  of  that  marriage :  and  Lord  Gifford^ 
M.  R.,  (having  previously  determined,  that  the  fund  was 
given  over,  not,  in  the  event  of  A^'s  death  without  leaving 
issue  of  a  marriage^  with  a  woman  who  had  the  requisite 
fortune,  but  only,  in  case  he  died  without  leaving  any  issue 
of  his  body,)  held,  that  no  gift  could  be  implied  in  favor  of 
the  issue  of  A.,  who  survived  him,  but  that  the  fiind  fell  into 
the  residue.  His  lordship  observed,  that,  **  if  a  sum  of 
money  is  bequeathed  to  A.  B.,  for  life,  and  if  he  dies  leaving 
no  issue,  then,  to  another,  that  does  not  raise  any  implica* 
tion,  in  &vor  of  the  issde  of  A*  B.,  thou^,  if  he  dies  leaving 
issue,  the  gpfk-over  does  not  take  efiect" 

In  a  still  more  recent  case,  (/)  G.  C.  bequeathed,  as 
follows : — ^*  The  remainder  of  my  property  I  may  die  pos- 
sessed of,  I  leave  to  my  late  fother's  two  natural  children,  to 
be  jdaced  in  the  British  funds,  and  the  interest  accruing 
therefrom  to  be  equally  divided,  and  paid  to  them  for  their 
support ;  but  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  either,  the  whole 
of  the  interest  to  be  paid  to  the  survivor ;  and  on  his  or  her 
demise,  should  they  leave  no  chMren,  I  direct,  my  property 
to  be  equally  divided  amongst  my  friends,  my  executors,  or 
their  children."  Both  the  children  left  issue  surviving  them ; 
and  a  bill  was  filed  by  the  surviving  child  (and  also  personal 
representative)  of  one  of  the  children,  against  the  widow  and 
child  of  the  other,  for  a  declaration  of  the  rights  of  the  par^ 
ties.  The  chief  question  made  was,  whether  the  survivor 
took  the  whole  property,  subject  only  to  an  Executory  be- 
quest, in  case  neither  of  the  children  left  children  surviving* 
On  the  first  hearing  of  the  cause,  it  appears,  that  the  Court 
considered,  the  next  of  kin  had  no  interest ;  which  showed, 
either,  that  the  first  takers,  or  one  of  them,  had  an  absolute 
interest,  subject  to  a  gift-over  (in  an  event  which  had  not 

(f)  aarke  t.  Ltthbodk,  I  Too.  &  C0IL  N.  C.  C.  492. 
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happened) ;  or,  that  the  children  of  the  first  taker  were 
entitled  to  the  property,  ander  an  implied  gift  The  Court, 
the  cause  coming  on  for  hearing  on  further  direcdons, 
held,  that,  as  both  the  children  had  survived  the  testator,  and 
had  left  children,  one  child,  or  the  issue  of  one  child,  could 
claim  no  more  than  a  moiety.  The  decree  made  was  to  the 
effect,  that  one  moiety  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
other,  to  the  defendants,  (the  widow  and  child  of  one  of  the 
children,)  or  one  of  them,  and  that  the  dividends  of  the  latter 
moiety  should  be  paid  to  the  widow,  she  undertaking, 
properly  to  educate  and  maintain  the  child,  tpithaut  prefu* 
dice  to  any  question  between  the  widow  and  child.  This 
decree,  therefore,  obviously,  leaves  undecided,  the  question 
under  notice :  for,  as  to  the  moiety  decreed  to  the  plaintiff, 
he  was  clearly  entided  to  it,  either  as  representative  of  his 
deceased  parent,  or  in  his  own  right  It  will  remain  to  be 
decided,  between  the  widow  (who  was,  doubdess,  also 
representative,)  and  the  child  of  the  other  legatee,  whether 
the  property  can  be  carried  to  the  latter,  by  implication. 
The  only  alternative  to  such  a  construction  is,  that^  under  the 
preceding  bequest,  the  children  respectively  took  absohUe 
interests,  subject  to  be  divested,  in  case  of  their  respective 
deaths,  without  leaving  children  surviving.  Should  the 
latter  construction  prevail,  the  point  under  notice  will  still 
remain  res  non  judicata* 

Amid  these,  seemingly  contradictoiy,  opinions,  it  would 
not  be  proper,  to  hazard  any  view,  with  respect  to  the 
decision,  which  may  ultimately  be  arrived  at,  when  this 
question  calls  for  distinct  consideration.  It  may  be  ob- 
served, however,  that,  the  manifest  violence  done  to  the 
intentions  of  the  testator,  by  confining  the  interest  of  the 
parent,  to  his  life,  without,  at  the  same  time,  raising  an  im- 
plication, in  favor  of  his  issue,  must  have  material  weight, 
in  opposition  to  such  a  construction,  and  will,  at  all  events, 
incline  any  Court,  which  may  be  called  upon  to  adjudicate 
the  point,  to  avail  itself  of  any  slight  circumstances  and 
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eipffCHgioDs,  afibrding  additional  ground  for  the  implica*- 
tkm  of  a  gift  to  the  iaaue.  And  this  view  is  confirmed  by 
the  reflection,  that  it  was,  manifestly,  extra  the  mind  of  the 
legislature,  in  the  enactment  we  are  considering^  to  interfere 
with  the  interests  of  the  istue,  in  such  a  case,  to  any  greater 
extent,  than  the  adoption  of  one  uniform  rule  of  construc- 
tion, for  the  purpose  of  validating  limitations,  upon  the 
faUure  of  such  issue,  might  require*  It  is  to  be  observed, 
that,  in  the  event  of  an  opinion  unfavorable  to  the  interests 
of  the  issue,  being  ultimately  arrived  at,  an  important  dif* 
ference  will  exist,  between  a  devise  of  real  estate,  to  a  per*- 
80D,  for  life,  and  after  his  death  without  issue,  over,  and  a 
similar  bequest  of  personaltjr;  in  that,  in  regard  to  the 
former,  the  ulterior  limitation  will,  as  a  contingent  remain* 
der,  be  destructible  by  the  tenant  for  life,  while,  with  respect 
to  the  latter,  it  will,  as  an  Executory  bequest,  be  6ree  from 
the  tortious  alienation,  or  other  act,  of  the  first  taker,  and 
will  have  effect,  or  not,  according  to  the  event 

4.  Of  course,  where  personal  estate  is  bequeathed  to  an  £fleet  of  new 
individual^  absolutely  or  indefinitely,  with  a  limitation-over,  to^^Tand^on 
m  the  event  of  the  death  of  the  first  taker  and  of  another  ^^j^^^^ 
person,  without  issue,  the  etkd  of  the  new  enactment  is,  to  isnwf  to  C. ; 
vest  the  whole  interest  in  the  property,  in  the  former, 
defeaaUe  on  the  deaths  of  himself  and  the  other  person 
named,  without  issue  living  at  the  time  of  their  respective 
deceases.  And  if,  instead  of  the  whole  term  passing  to  the  first 
taker  under  the  prior  bequest,  his  interest  be  confined  to  his 
Ufe,  the  efiect  will  be,  not  only  to  prevent  any  enlaigement 
of  that  interest,  (which  could  not  be  effected  by  means  of  the 
indefinite  construction,)  but,  also,  to  give  place  to  the  ulterior 
bequest,  in  the  event  of  the  two  parents  or  ancestors  respec- 
tively leaving  no  issue  behind  them.  And,  in  such  a  case,  it 
shoidd  seem,  that  there  can  be  little  ground,  for  raising  any 
implication  in  favor  of  the  two  classes  of  issue,  (in  the  event 
of  there  being  any,)  whatever  construction  may  obtain  in 
Kgard  to  a  case,  where  the  bequest-over  is  to  take  effect  on 
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the  failure  of  issue  of  the  legatee  for  life  solehff  inasmueh 
98,  before  the  recent  act,  the  absolute  interest  would  not 
have  vested  in  both  the  persons,  the  &ilure  of  whose  issue 
is  referred  to,  nor  even  in  the  first  taker  alone,  (g) 

6.  Where  a  term  or  other  personal  estate  is  bequeathed 
to  a  person,  by  such  words  as,  in  the  case  of  real  estate, 
would  vest  an  estate-tail  in  him,  by  direct  limitation,  or  by 
the  operation  of  the  Hide  in  SheUey^s  coie,  the  rule  of  con- 
struction will,  it  should  seem,  be  the  same,  under  the  new 
statute,  as  that  which  previously  obtained ;  rar.,  the  abso- 
lute interest  will  vest  in  the  legatee,   and  any  limitation- 
over,  on  his  death  without  issue,  will  be  void,  as  too 
remote.    K,  indeed,  the  very  words  of  the  act  be  abided  by, 
there  vrill  be  some  difficulty,  in  bringing  this  kind  of  limita- 
tion  within  the  general  exception,  from  the  rule  of  con* 
struction  enacted  by  it,  which  |nx>vides  for  those  cases^ 
where  an  intention,  contrary   to  that  construction,  shall 
appear  by  the  will,  by  reason  of  the  person,  the  failure  of 
whose  issue  is  referred  to,  having  a  prior  eMtate^tail,  or  of  a 
preceding  gift  being,  without  any  implication,  a  Umiiation 
of  an  estate^tailf  to  such  person,  or  his  issue.     This  excep- 
tion, it  will  be  observed,  does  not,  in  terms,  contemplate 
the  case  of  a  previous  gift  of  persontd  estate,  by  words 
which  give  the  abtolute  intereti  in  chattels,   as  the  con- 
struction, parallel  to  the  devise  of  an  estate-tail  in  realty ; 
and  a  captious  adherence  to  strict  technical  language  might, 
therefore,  justify  the  application  of  the  restricted  interpreta- 
tion, established  by  the  recent  statute,  even  to  those  cases^ 
where  there  is  an  express  bequest  to  the  &8t  taker  and  the 
heirs  of  his  body.     An  equitable  attention,  however,  to  the 
spirit  and  meaning  of  the  provision  in  question,  will  pre- 
serve it  from  the  disrepute,  of  authorinng  two  different 
rules  of  construction,  in  regard  to  cases,  in  most  respects, 
similar,  in  their  nature,  and  differing,  chiefly  in  the  quality 
of  the  subject-matter  of  the  gift. 

(if)  Fide  supra,  p   1 85. 
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6.  Connected  with  the  last  observation,  is  the  Temark,  As  to  effect  of 
that  where  personal  estate  is  bequeathed,  to  a  person,  and  whereTt^oocon 
the  heirs  of  his  body,  or  to  a  person,  for  life,  and  after-  JJ^^^^^J^ 
wards,  to  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and,  in  the  event  of  his  limitation  to 

.     •      •  ancestor  and 

death  without  leamng  issue,  to  another,  the  limitation-over  his  issue, 
would  seem  to  be  good,  notwithstanding  the  case  is  em- 
braced by  the  exception,  of  words,  referring  to  a  fidlure  of 
issue,  after  a  preceding  express  estate-tail,  from  the  rule 
of  interpretation  established  by  the  new  statute.  It  will 
be  remembered,  (A)  that,  as  to  bequests  not  governed  by 
1  Vict  c,  26,  a  limitation  of  personalty,  after  a  preceding 
gpft  to  a  person  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  to  take  effect  in 
the  event  of  his  death  without  leaving  issue,  is  good;  the 
word,  ^*  leaving,"  having  its  usual  restrictive  force,  notwith- 
standing the  curcumstance,  of  the  previous  gift  being  ex* 
freuly  made  to  the  first  taker,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body. 
And,  although  the  recent  enactment  has  assimilated  the 
legal  signification  of  the  words,  *^  dying  without  issue,"  or, 
^without  having  issue,"  to  that  of,  '* dying  without  leaving 
issue,"  in  r^ard  to  the  cases,  in  which  those  expressions  do 
not  occur  after  the  limitation  of  an  express  estate-tail,  it  should 
seem,  thai  the  words,  **  leaving  issue,**  still  retain  their 
appropriate  and  peculiar  force,  in  those  cases,  which  are 
excepted  firom  the  operation  of  the  general  rule  of  con- 
struction laid  dovm  in  the  act  There  does  not  seem  to 
be  any  ground,  for  supposing,  that  the  legislature  intended, 
m  any  case,  to  extend  the  proper  signification  of  the  word, 
^leaving;"  but,  rather,  to  leave  the  rule  of  interpretation, 
applicable  to  each  of  the  expressions  above-mentioned,  in 
itatu  quofuitf  in  regard  to  such  limitations,  as  are  expressly 
excepted  fix>m  the  operation  of  the  new  enactment 

7.  As  was  observed,  in  relation  to  the  effect  of  the  new  New  rule  does 
rule  of  construction  upon  limitations  of  real  estate,  («)  so  ^^^ctltl 
here,  it  is  to  be  noted,  that  the  application  of  that  rule  is  ^^^^ 


beQoest  on 

issue 


(A)  rkk  ntpra,  p.  328.  (0   Vide  tupra,  p.  298,  299. 
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precladed,  where  the  person,  the  fidlure  of  whose  issue  is  re- 
ferred to,  is  dead  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  limita-* 
tions ;  it  being  then  impossible,  to  refer  the  dying  without 
issue,  to  the  period  of  his  death,  and  no  other  than  an  inde^ 
finite  failure  of  issue  being  the  alternative  construcdon. 

8.  The  exception,  in  the  act,  of  cases,  where  words,  im« 
porting  failure  of  issue,  refer  to  issue  taking  under  a  preceding 
gift,  obviously,  exempts  from  the  new  rule  of  interpretation, 
all  limitations,  capable  of  being  brought  within  the  doctrine 
of  referential  construction,  the  discussion  of  which  occupied 
our  last  Subdivision. 

Whenever,  however,  in  any  given  case,  it  is  ascertained, 
that  that  rule  is  not  applicable,  the  effect  of  the  recent 
enactment  will,  simply,  be,  to  render  the  interests  of  the 
issue  entitled  under  the  prior  limitation,  defeasible  on  the 
death  of  the  parent  or  ancestor,  without  leaving  any  issue 
surviving  him ;  and,  of  consequence,  the  ulterior  gift  vrill  be 
open  to  no  objection  of  remoteness. 

9.  In  fine,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  general  tendency 
of  the  recent  enactment  will  be  less  observable,  and  the  revo- 
lution introduced  by  it,  less  extensive,  in  regard  to  the  law 
of  limitations  of  personal  estates,  than,  with  reference  to 
devises  of  realty;  and  ihaiy  as  well,  because  there  is  less 
variety  in  the  modifications  of  interest  and  ownership,  of 
which  personalty  is  susceptible,  as,  also,  because  of  the  con- 
stant disposition,  always  more  or  less  decided,  to  approxi- 
mate to  the  restricted  rule  of  interpretation,  recently  estab* 
lished,  in  the  construction  of  limitations  of  chattels,  to  take 
effect  after  or  upon  the  fidlure  of  issue  of  a  person.  Its 
effect  may,  generally,  be  deemed  advantageous,  as  fiuulitating 
the  settlement  of  a  species  of  property,  to  which,  the  ne- 
cessities of  a  commercial  commonwealth  have  given  an 
importance,  little  inferior  to  that  of  the  more  perdurable 
realty; 


isa  m.— 8UB.  IV.]    ON  failurb  of  ibbue.  405 

It  has  been  formerly  shown,  that  where  real  estate  is  Wberaesttto^ 

.     r  1  •  i«     •      •  !_•     tail  raised  in 

given  to  a  person,  m  fee,  subject  to  a  limitation-over,  on  bis  realty,  under 
death  without  heirs,  to  a  person  who  is  inheritable  to  the  £^^^Jf ^'^ 
first  taker,  the  effect  is,  to  raise  an  estate-tail  in  the  latter,  "  ^«"»"  ^«* 

'  ^  .  taker  has 

with  a  remidnder  expectant  thereon,  to  the  person,  in  whose  absolute  in- 
hvor  the  ulterior  limitation  is  made.  It  frequently  happens,  personalty, 
that  a  similar  disposition  is  made  of  personalty,  or  that  real 
and  personal  estate  are  comprised  in  one  general  gift,  of  the 
character  just  mentioned.  In  such  cases,  the  Courts  have 
applied  the  same  principle  of  construction,  and  have  held, 
that  the  absolute  interest  of  the  property  vests  in  the  first 
taker,  and  that  the  ulterior  ^ft  is  void,  as  depending  on  an 
indefinite  fiiilure  of  issue. 

Thus,  the  interpretation  of  the  word,  **  heirs,**  to  mean,  Antfaoritiw 
"  issue,"  in  a  bequest  of  personalty,  {prevailed,  half-arcentuiy 
nnoe,  in  a  case,  (J)  where  a  person,  possessed  of  a  term, 
bequeathed  it,  **  to  his  grandson,  P.,  son  of  D.,  and  his  wife, 
and  the  heirs  lawfully  of  him  for  ever,  but  in  case  he  should 
happen  to  die,  and  leave  no  lawful  heir,  then  and  in  that 
case,  he  gave  it,  after  the  death  of  his  said  grandson,  to  the 
next  eldest  son  or  heir  of  D.  and  his  wife ;  and,  so  on,  to 
the  next  eldest  son  or  heir,  if  the  last  should  die  without 
heirs:"  P.  having  died  without  issue,  an  ejectment  was 
brought,  by  the  next  eldest  son  of  D. :  and  it  was  held,  in 
B.  R.,  that  it  was  apparent  on  the  will,  that  the  testator,  by, 
^'lawful  heiiB,"  meant,  **  heirs  of  the  body,"  and  that,  '^leaving 
no  lawful  heir,"  must  be  confined  to,  *'  leaving  no  issue  at 
the  time  of  his  death;"  which  construction  entitled  the 
legatee-over. 

And  the  construction,  of  the  absolute  interest  vesting 
under  a  bequest  in  default  of  heirs,  was  also  adopted  in  a 
veiy  recent  case,  (k)  where  a[  testator  bequeathed  a  lease- 
hold house,  with  the  furniture,  plate,  &c,  thereunto  belong- 
mg,  to  his  son,  R. ;  ''and  should  he  die  without  A^jr  or  will^ 

U)  Goodtiik  d.  P^aMe  w.  Pegdtn^  (Jt)  Green  ▼.  Harvey,  1  Hare,  42S. 

2  T.  R.  720. 


406 


LIMITATIONS  OF  PfiRSONALTT  [CHAP.  XV. 


Whether 
«*heira'*tobe 
interpreted  in 
the  sense  of 
next  of  kin, 
when  snbject- 
matter  is 
personalty. 


the  profits  of  the  said  house  to  be  equally  divided  between 
all  the  testator's  grandchildren :"  R.  having  died  without 
issue  and  intestate,  a  question  arose,  between  the  represent 
tatives  of  the  deceased  son,  and  the  grandchildren,  as  to  the 
right  to  the  property :  and  Sir  /•  Wigram^  V.  C,  decided, 
that  the  gift  to  R.  was  absolute  in  the  first  instance,  as  the 
testator,  in  referring  to  the  heir  of  his  son,  must,  of  necessity, 
mean,  issue ;  and,  being  of  opinion,  that  the  gift-over,  in 
case  of  the  legatee  not  making  any  will,  was  void,  the 
learned  judge  declared,  the  representatives  of  R.  entitled. 

And,  again,  in  a  still  later  case,  (/)  a  testator,  possessed 
of  personal  property  only,  by  his  will,  directed,  that  the  in- 
terest on  his  property  should  be  divided  into  four  equal 
shares :  one  share  to  be  given  to  his  wife,  for  life,  and,  then, 
to  devolve  to  his  children,  and  the  longest  liver,  in  equal 
shares;  the  remaining  three  shares  to  be  divided  equally 
between  his  three  children  and  their  heirs;  with  a  direction, 
thus : — ^*  should  all  my  children  die  without  heirt^  my  pro- 
perty, in  that  case,  to  be  divided  equally  between  the  child- 
ren of  my  brothers  and  sisters  alive  on  the  death  of  my  last 
child."  Questions  arising  as  to  the  construction  of  this  will, 
no  doubt  was  made  at  the  bar,  as  to  the  propriety  of  construing 
the  word,  ^' heirs,"  in  the  ulterior  gift,  in  the  sense  of 
''issue;"  and  Sir  /.  X.  Knight  Bruce,  V.  C,  decided,  that 
such  was  the  interpretation  to  be  put  upon  it. 

It  seems  (m)  to  be  a  question,  in  these  cases,  whether,  an- 
terior to  the  inquiry,  as  to  the  relationship  of  the  ulterior 
legatee  to  the  first  taker,  the  word,  heirs,  is  to  be  rqpurded, 
as  meaning,  next  of  kin,  and  not,  strictly,  the  line  of  persons 
inheritable  to  real  estate.  There  can  be  little  doub^  that, 
under  ordinary  circumstances,  the  word, ''  heirs,**  in  limita- 
tions of  personal  estate,  must  be  thus  interpreted.  But 
the  difficulty,  in  extending  this  rule  to  the  class  of  gifts  in 
question,  consists  in  this : — ^that  the  constructive  change  ol^ 


(/)  GarraU  v.  CoehereUy  I  Yott.  U 
Coll.  N.  C.  C.  491. 


(m)  See  the  argmiieiit  in  G^rmU 
V.  Coekerdlj  mpra. 
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'^heiiSy"  into,  **  heirs  of  the  body,"  is  merely  a  restriction  of 
the  term,  to  heiis  special  (which,  obviously,  assumes,  that  it 
retains  its  proper  meaning) ;  whereas,  if  the  word  is  under- 
stood, to  refer  to  a  class  of  persons,  of  a  wholly  different 
character,  and  succeeding  in  a  manner,  in  no  way  connected 
with,  or  analogous  to,  heirship,  the  basis,  on  which  the 
alteration  o^  *'  heirs,"  into,  '^  issue,"  rests,  entirely  fidls. 

finally,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  construction  of  tes-  LimitBtions  on 
tamentary  limitations  of  personalty,  on  a  dying   without  !f?^^ 
heirs,  or,  without  heirs  of  the  body,  has  experienced  no  "lieinoftho 
statutory  change,  similar  to  that,  which  has  been  effected^  in  afibcted  hy 
regard  to  gifts  on  a  fidlure  of  issue ;  and,  therefore,  the  in-  ^    ^^  ®* 
definite  interpretation,  and  its  consequences,  still  prevail, 
with  respect  to  such  gifts,  as  well  in  vrills,  as  in  deeds. 
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OF  THE  RULE  AGAINST  PERPETUITIEI^  AS  IT  AFFECTS  RE- 
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The  limitations,  to  which  our  attention  has  been  hitherto 

confined,  were,  either,  Executory  devises  and  bequests^  or 

Springing  and  Shifting  Uses,  or  Trusts  of  the  like  nature. 

Sometimet  And  it  may,  probably,  on  the  first  view,  appear,  that  these 

rraSdndm  an  several  classes  of  limitations  exhaust  the  doctrine  of  perpe- 

not  within  the    tuity,  in  respect  of  the  seeming  inapplicability  of  the  rule, 

to  limitations  of  direct  remainders  at  Common  law.  Indeed, 

as  much  has  been,  in  effect,  said>  by  writers  of  even  more 

than  ordinary  repute. 

Thus,  the  Commissioners  on  the  law  of  Real  Property 
commence  their  observations  on  the  subject  of  Perpetuities, 
with  the  following  statement:  (n) — ^  All  future  interests,  noi 
being  remainders,  are  restrained  in  their  limits  by  the  Rules 
of  law  relating  to  Perpetuities."  An  opinion,  thus  sanctioned, 
deserves  great  respect ;  but  it  is  conceived,  that,  upon  both 
principle  and  authority,  it  must  be  dissented  from. 

The  notion  in  question  is,  perhaps,  in  some  degree,  to  be 
accounted  for,  from  the  confused  and  involved  character  of 
the  opinions  generally  entertained  upon  the  subject,  until 
within  very  recent  times,  and  firom  the  inherent  diflSculty  in 
the  way  of  a  clear  application  of  the  principles  and  doctrines 
of  remoteness,  to  limitations,  by  way  of  particular-estate  and 


(fi)  Third  Report,  p.  29. 
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remainder  (the  only  other  class  of  gifts  besides  those  above 
referred  to). 

The  rule,  that  the  remainder  must  vest  during  the  con-^ 
tinuance  of  the  particular-estate,  or  eo  imlanti  of  its  deter- 
mination, may  be,  and  firequently  is,  supposed,  to  favor  this 
notion  of  the  mapplicability  of  the  laws  against  remoteness 
to  strict  remainders. 

And,  in  truth,  this  reason  would  be  all-su£Scient,  were  i^  Bemaiadert 

may  be  too 

not,  that  particular-estates  for  life  may  be  limited  to  persons  ramote,  be- 


uDbom ;  since,  as,  in  that  case,  every  particular-estate  must  particular- 
be  limited  to  a  person  in  esse,  and  every  remainder  must  ^^^!!^^^ 
take  effect  immediately  on  the  determination  of  such  par-  imbonipenQos. 
ticalar^estate,  or,  not  at  all,  there  could  be  no  possible 
danger  of  a  tendency  to  undue  remoteness  in  a  remainder, 
because  the  period  of  the  suspension  of  full  enjoyment  of  the 
property  could,  in  no  case,  exceed  a  life  in  being,  or  the  sur- 
vivor of  several  lives  in  being,  where  two  or  more  life-estates 
were  limited.  But,  as  it  is  well  established,  that  a  particular- 
estate  for  life  may  be  granted  to  a  person  unborn,  and  that 
remainders  may  be  limited  after  such  estates,  there  is  no  ne- 
cessary guarantee  for  the  non-violation  of  the  law  against 
Perpetuities,  because,  if  the  vesting  of  the  remainder  be 
postponed  to  the  decease  of  the  unborn  tenant  for  life,  the 
boundary  of  a  life  in  being,  and  twenty-one  years,  will  not 
be  observed.  It  is  true,  the  unborn  tenant  for  life  may  die, 
and  the  remainder  come  into  possession,  within  the  period 
allowed  by  law,  but,  as  we  have  seen,  the  Rule  against  Per- 
petuities is  not  satisfied,  by  the  mere  postibiliiy  qf  its  limits 
not  being  transgressed.  The  primary  or  moving  cause,  then, 
of  the  extension  of  the  doctrine  of  perpetuity,  to  limitations 
of  remainders,  is  to  be  found,  in  the  circumstance,  of  their 
being  allowed  to  be  limited,  after  prior  gifts  to  unborn  per- 
sons, for  life. 

But,  in  order  to  show  the  connexion  between  the  doctrine,  Nature  of  rale, 
that  life-estates  may  be  limited  to  persons  unborn,  and  the  must  veat  at 
nile,  that  remainders  arc  within  the  scope  of  the  laws  against  ofwuticlSir^ 


estate. 
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remoteness,  it  is  necessaiy,  to  consider,  what  is  the  exact 
meaning  of  the  rule  of  law,  that  a  remainder  must  vest, 
before  or  at  the  determination  of  the  particular-estate.  If 
the  rule  require,  that  every  contingent  remwider  should 
vest,  by  the  time  of  the  expiration  of  the  fint  fineehold 
estate,  (which  must,  necessarily,  be  limited  to  a  person  ts 
eMe^  if,  in  fact,  the  term,  parlicuhLr-estate,  mean,  the  fiee- 
hold  interest  first  in  the  order  of  the  limitations,  then, 
obviously,  all  tendency  to  remoteness  in  a  remainder  is  pre- 
cluded, and  it  would  be  unscientific,  to  say  the  least,  to 
speak  of  a  remainder,  as,  in  any  possible  case,  too  remote. 

The  rule,  it  is  conceived,  amounts,  simply,  to  this*, — that 
same  preceding  freehold  estate  must  subsist  and  endursj 
until  the  time  when  the  contingent  remainder  vests.  It  is 
true,  opinions  have  been  entertained,  that  the  rule  requires, 
every  contingent  remainder  to  vest  during  the  continuance 
of  the  first  fireehold  estate ;  in  other  words,  that  the  term,  the 
particular-estate,  means,  the  estate  first  limited :  but  the  writer 
is  unable  to  discover  any  authority,  or,  even,  dictum,  of  either 
judge,  or  text-writer,  warranting  such  a  construction  of 
the  rule  in  question.  All  the  pardal  fireehold  estates 
amount,  in  fact,  to  one  aggregate  interest,  prior  to  the 
determination  of  which,  any  contingent  remainder  may  vest 
Thus,  if  land  be  settled,  to  the  use  of  A.,  for  life,  and,  aftar 
his  decease,  to  the  use  of  B.,  for  life,  and,  after  his  decease, 
to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  B.,  or  of  C,  in  tail,  it  is  unde- 
niable, that  if  any  son  of  B.,  or  C,  be  bom,  in  the  lifetime 
of  B.,  although  after  the  decease  of  A.,  that  son  is  aqpaUe 
of  taking  under  the  ulterior  reminder.  This  seems;,  indeed, 
to  be  conceded,  when  all  the  partial  estates  are  limited  to 
persons  in  esse ;  but  a  distinction  has  been  said  to  exist, 
in  regard  to  cases,  where  either  of  those  estates  is  itself 
contingent,  as  limited  to  a  person  unborn.  But,  it  may  be 
asked,  what  intelligible  ground  of  distinction  this  circum- 
stance affords,  if  it  be  clearly  settled,  that  a  life-estate, 
limited  to  a  person  unborn,  b  as  valid,  as  a  similar  interest, 
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created  in  &vor  of  a  peraon  in  esse  ?  That  &ct  ascertained^ 
it  is  difficult  to  understand,  why  a  freehold  estate,  limited  to 
a  peraon  anbom,  may  not,  if  it  actually  take  effect  in  pos- 
session, senris  as  the  particular-estate,  during  whose  continue 
ance,  the  next  succeeding  contingent  remainder  is  to  vest,  as 
well  as  a  life-interest,  limited  to  a  person  in  exittencey  after 
the  determination  of  a  prior  freehold,  and  which,  in  its  turn, 
becomes  the  estate,  at  the  determination  whereof  the  next 
reminder  is  to  take  effect*  If  the  unborn  person,  to  whom 
the  ulterior  life-interest  is  limited,  be  not  in  esse,  at  the 
determination  of  the  preceding  particular-estate,  it  fails,  and 
the  contingent  remSinder,  dependent  upon  the  two  partial 
estates,  must  vest,  and,  in  default  of  that,  some  succeeding 
remainder.  But  the  possibility,  that  the  life-interest  of  the 
peraon  in  esse  may,  ultimately,  and  in  event,  become  the 
single  particular-estate,  on  which  the  contingent  remainder 
is  expectant,  is,  obviously,  a  matter  of  no  consideration ; 
for  the  contingency,  that  the  life-interest  of  the  unborn 
peraon,  may  be  such  particular-estate,  is  sufficient,  to  show, 
that  there  is  no  necessary  preventive  of  the  objection  of 
remoteneas* 

In  other  wonls,  the  rule  is,  that,  until  the  contingency 
arises,  the  interest,  depending  on  it,  must  be  supported  by 
some  preceding  particular-estate  of  freehold,  vested  in  in- 
terest, and  in  relation  to  which,  the  estate,  to  arise  on  the 
contingency,  is  a  remainder;  and  that  the  remainder  must 
vest  in  interest,  before  the  determination  of  such  vested 
estate,  or  in  the  instant,  in  which  that  estate  determines,  (o) 
And  it  is  clear,  therefore,  that  if  the  freehold,  limited  to  the 
unborn  person,  vest,  at  or  before  the  determination  of  the 
firat  freehold  interest,  the  ulterior  contingent  remainder  will 
be  supported  by  a  preceding  vested  estate;  (during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  first  freehold,  by  it,  and,  after  its  expiration, 
by  the  subsequent  particular-estate ;)  and  that  the  rule  will 
be  satisfied,  if  that  remainder  be  capable  of  taking  effect,  at 

(o)  1  Prest.  £sUt«s,  243. 
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the  determination  of  the  vested  interest,  by  which  it  is  so 
preceded. 

Thus  much,  then,  upon  the  rule,  as  to  the  period  ibr  the 
vesting  of  reminders,  as  influenced  by  the  circumstance, 
of  life-estates  being  allowed  to  be  limited  to  persons  un* 
bom. 

To  complete  the  theoretic  proof  of  the  doctrine,  that 
remainders  may  be  too  remote,  it  only  remains,  to  show, 
that,  where  limitations  are  made,  after  gifts  to  persons  un- 
born, for  life,  either  to  persons  in  eue^  or  to  the  issue  of 
such  unborn  tenants  for  life,  those  limitations  are,  in  the 
strict  sense  of  the  term,  remainders.  And  this  may  be 
proved,  even  upon  the  hypothesis,  that  the  first  fireehold 
estate  is  that,  during  whose  continuance,  or  at  whose 
determination,  the  contingent  remainder  must  vest  For, 
what  is  the  invariable  test,  as  to  the  mode  of  operation  of 
future  limitations  of  real  estate?  It  is,  that,  if  the  limits- 
tion  may,  possibly,  take  efiect,  as  a  remainder,  it  shall  never 
operate,  as  an  Executory  devise,  or  Springing,  or  Shifting 
use.  (p)  If  this  criterion  be  applied,  in  the  supposed  case, 
it  is  clear,  that,  as  it  is  possible,  for  any  limitation  to  a  per- 
son or  persons  unborn  to  vest  before  the  determination  of 
a  prior  freehold  estate,  (there  being,  of  coiuse,  no  extra- 
neous restrictionf  €U  to  the  birth  of  euch  persons  taking 
place  after  the  expiration  of  the  preceding  interest^)  such 
limitation  must  always  be  of  the  character  of  a  remainder. 
And,  if  the  preceding  or  last-continuing  particular-estate 
be  that,  during  whose  continuance,  the  remainder  is  to  vest, 
it  is  obvious,  the  argument  is,  if  possible,  still  stronger. 

In  support  of  the  practical  conclusion  from  these  senti- 
ments, are  to  be  adduced,  the  opinions  of  several  established 
text-writers.  Mr.  Feame  remarks,  (g)  that  ''any  limita- 
tion, iti  future,  or  by  way  of  remainder^  of  lands  of  inherit- 
ance, which,  in  its  nature,   tends  to  a  perpetuity,  even 


{p)  Vide  Bupra,  pp.  75,  107. 


ii)  C.  R.  p.  502. 


CHAP.  XVI.]  AS  IT  AFFECTS  REBiAIIfDEB&  413 

aUhaugh  there  be  a  preceding  vested  freehold^  ao  as  to  take  "^7  ^  too 
it  mU  of  the  description  of  an  Executory  devise^  is  by  our 
Courts  considered,  as  void  in  its  creation ;  as  in  the  case, 
of  a  limitation  of  lands  in  succession,  first,  to  a  person  in 
esse^  and,  after  his  decease,  to  hb  unborn  children,  and, 
afterwards,  to  the  children  of  such  unborn  children,  this 
last  remainder  is  absolutely  void."  And  so,  Mr.  Preston^ 
though  taking  a  somewhat  artificial  distinction,  between  the 
remoteness  of  a  remaindery  and  the  remoteness  of  the  event 
on  which  it  depends^  (r)  says, — '^  A  remainder  may  be  too 
remote  and  void,  because  it  is  limited  to  the  children  of  a 
person  unborn,  and  to  whom  a  prior  estate  for  life  is 
limited;  and  all  limitations-over,  hy  way  of  remainder,  after 
and  expectant  on  a  remainder  which  is  too  remote,  will, 
also,  be  void.*^  And,  in  another  place,  (s)  the  same  gentle- 
man speaks  of  remainders  being  ^'  obnoxious  to  the  objec- 
tion of  contravening  the  policy  of  law  against  perpetuities : " 
and,  elsewhere,  (t)  he  has  treated  it,  as  perfectly  dear,  that 
remainders  may  be  open  to  the  objection  of  remoteness. 
The  author  of  the  Treatise  on  WiUs,  also,  in  various  parts  of 
the  section  of  his  work  which  relates  to  the  Rule  against 
Perpetuities,  («}  has  discussed  that  subject,  upon  the  dear 
understanding,  that  strict  remainders  at  Common  law  are 
embraced  by  it. 

In  addition  to  these  opinions,  are  to  be  adduced,  two  Cue  of 
tases,  which,  the  writer  ventures  to  conceive,  are  conclusive  s^mUm^' 
suthorites  in  favor  of  the  doctrine  here  maintained.  The 
fint  is  the  &mous  one  of  Hopkins  v.  Hopkinst  (v)  the 
&et8  of  which  were,  shortly,  these : — A  testator  devised  real 
estate,  to  the  use  of  trustees,  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust  for 
&  H.,  only  son  of  J.  H.,  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  in 
trust  for  the  first  and  other  sons  of  his  body,  successively  in 

(0  2  Eisay  oo  Abet  114, 115.  240,  241,  260,  261. 

(<)  lb.  148.  (o)  I    Atk.  580;  ]    West,  606; 

(0  lb.  166, 168.  Butl  n.  to  Co.  Litt.  271,  b. 

(«)  See  pp.  226, 229,  230, 236,11., 
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tail-male,  and  in  default  of  such  issue,  in  case  J.  H«  should 
have  any  other  son  or  sons  of  his  body,  then,  in  trust  for 
all  and  every  such  other  son  and  sons,  respectively  and 
successively,  for  life,  with  like  remainders,  to  their  several 
sons,  as  are  limited  to  the  issue  male  of  S.  H.,  and  for  de- 
&ult  of  such  issue,  then,  in  trust  for  the  first  and  every 
other  son  of  C.  H.,  the  eldest  daughter  of  J.  H.,  successively, 
for  life,  with  remainder,  to  the  heirs  male  of  their  respec- 
tive bodies,  with  similar  limitations  to  the  sons  of  three 
other  daughters  of  J.  H.,  or,  to  the  sons  of  any  other 
daughters  which  he  might  afterwards  have  bom,  and  for 
default  of  such  issue,  in  trust  for  the  first  and  every  other 
son  of  H.  D.,  successively,  for  life,  with  divers  remainders- 
over.     S.  H.  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator;  and  J.  H., 
after  the  death  of  the  testator,  had  another  son,  W.,  who 
lived  only  a  few  months.     There  being  no  issue  male  of 
J.  H.,  or  of  any  of  his  daughters,  the  eldest  son  of  IL  D. 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  estates  devised,  under  the  limi* 
tations  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  H.  D.     In  support  of 
this  claim,  it  was  contended,  that,  although  by  the  death  of 
S.  H.,  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  all  the  limitations  were 
executory,  yet,  on  the  subsequent  birth  of  W.,  the  estate 
for  life,  given  to  him,  vested,  and  the  ulterior  limitations 
became  remainders ;  and  that  all  the  intermediate  limita- 
tions failing,  as  such,  by  reason  of  the  non-existence  of  the 
objects  of  them,  at  the  decease  of  W.,  the  remainder  to  the 
eldest  son  of  H.  D.  was  the  first  vested  remainder ;  which, 
therefore,  took  efiPect.    It  was  further  argued,  on  the  same 
side,  that  if  the  subsequent  limitations  could  not  take  efiect, 
as  Executory  devises,  neither  could  they  be  good,  as  con- 
tingent remainders,  because  they  were  not  to  come  in  eue, 
within  that  compass  of  time  which  the  law  allowed.     On 
the  other  hand,  it  was  said,  that  the  estate,  vested  in  the 
trustees,  was  sufficient,  to  support  the  contingentremainders, 
though  no  particular  trust  was  declared :  it  was  admitted, 
however,  that  the  subsequent  limitations  to  the  sons  of  sons 
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unbom  were  bad,  but,  it  was  said,  that  did  not  aflPect  the 
question  under  consideration;  they  might  be  altogether 
ttruck  out,  or  might,  more  properly,  be  construed  as 
creating  estates-taiL  Lord  Chancellor  Hardwicke  held, 
that  the  subsequent  contingent  limitations  could  not  be 
supported,  as  so  many  distinct  Executory  devises,  but  that 
they  must  all  be  considered  as  remainders.  His  lordship 
then  proceeded  to  observe,  that  it  was  not  necessary,  ia 
order  to  bar  the  plaintiff  from  having  an  immediate  convey^ 
once,  that  all  the  contingent  limitations,  intervening  the  estate 
Umited  to  S.  H.,  and  that  to  the  plaintiff,  should  be  good 
subsisting  contingent  remainders  :  it  was  suflScient  if  some  of 
them  were  good,  for,  then,  so  long  as  they  continued,  the 
plaintiff  coold  not  be  let  in.  The  Lord  Chancellor,  then, 
ilecided,  that  the  legal  estate  in  the  trustees  was  suflScient 
to  support  euch  of  the  contingent  remainders  as  were  valid; 
and  the  bill  for  a  conveyance  was,  consequently,  dismissed. 
In  this  case,  then,  we  have  a  decision,  thiat  limitations  to 
unbom  persons  and  their  children,  successively,  after  an 
estate  of  fineehold,  are  contingent  remainders;  and  an  ad- 
mission, at  the  same  time,  that  such  remainders  may  be 
void,  on  the  ground  of  remoteness. 

The  other  authority,  alluded  to,  is  the  case  of  Seaward  v.  CMeof 
Willock,(w)  where  there  was  a  devise,  *'to  A.,  for  life,  and  ^r^oek.  ^' 
after  him,  to  his  eldest  or  any  other  son  after  him,  for  life, 
and  after  them,  to  as  many  of  his  descendants,  issue  male, 
as  shall  be  heirs  of  his  or  their  bodies,  down  to  the  tenth 
generation,  during  their  natural  lives."  A.  having  become 
bankrupt,  the  property  was  sold  by  the  assignees,  and,  upon 
an  action  by  the  purchaser,  for  return  of  the  deposit,  on  the 
ground  of  a  good  tide  to  the  fee-simple  not  being  deduced, 
it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  A.,  that  he  took  an  estate* 
Udl,  in  order  to  effectuate  the  general  intention,  that  the 
property  should  be  inherited,  in  succession,  by  his  issue 

(«)  5  EmI,  198.     Sec  tlao  Btard  v.  WettcoU,  5  Taunt.  393. 
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male*  But  it  was  held,  in  6.  R.,  that  the  estate  of  A.  could 
not  be  enlarged,  as  there  was  no  general  intent,  to  give  a 
descendible  estate  to  the  issue  of  the  first  devisee,  but  a 
single  intent,  to  create  a  succession  of  estates  for  life,  not 
warranted  by  the  law*  And,  throughout  the  judgment,  it 
is  observable,  that  it  was  treated,  as  clear,  that  if  the  first 
taker  had  only  an  estate  for  life,  aU  his  sons,  except  one,  and 
the  issue  of  all  such  sons,  would' be  excluded.  In  this 
case,  then,  there  were  limitations  of  strict  Common  law  re- 
mainders, deemed  void  on  the  ground  of  remoteness. 

After  this  attempt,  to  support  the  view,  here  taken,  of 
the  question,  of  the  applicability  of  the  laws  against  remote- 
ness, to  limitations  of  remainders  at  Common  law,  as  well, 
by  reason  and  analc^,  as,  by  authority,  the  writer  trusts, 
he  shall  escape  the  charge  of  presumption,  in  advancii^  a 
doctrine,  opposed  to  one,  which  has,  apparently,  obtained 
the  concurring  assent,  of  so  respectable  and  learned  a  body, 
as  the  Commissioners  on  the  law  of  Real  Property* 
The  ciream-         j^  ^as  been  sometimes  said,  (x)  that  continirent  remainders 

Bttnce  of  ,         ^  .  . 

contingent  being  liable  to  be  defeated,  by  the  tortious  alienation  of  the 

being  dettrac-  particular-tenants,  or,  by  the  merger  of  the  particohr- 

I^^^JJ^*^^  estates  in  ulterior  vested  remainders,  a  suflkient  protection 

pwtioulw-  ig  provided  against  Perpetuities,  to  entitle  such  lemainders, 

argument  to  exemption,  fit>m  the  operation  of  the  Rule  fi>r  their  pre- 

agaimt 

tlieir  tendency    veution. 

to  a  perpetuity,  rpj^  argument,  however,  is  exposed  to  the  remark,  that 
it  meets  those  cases  only,  in  whichj  there  is  no  intervening 
estate  limited  to  trustees,  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  the 
contingent  remainders.  Besides,  it  assumes  a  r^ard,  on  the 
part  of  the  law,  to,  and  a  prospective  provision  for,  acta  and 
consequences,  which  it  deems  wrongful,  and  which,  there- 
fore, it  cannot,  with  consistency,  presume.  And  to  this 
objection,  in  point  of  principle,  is  to  be  added,  the  absence 
of  all  authority  for  the  doctrine  in  question,  and  the  exist* 

(s)  2  Prett.  Abrt.  1 14.    Band.  Perp.  93,  eC  aeq. 


CHAP.  XVI.]  AS  IT  AFFECTS  REMAIMDRRfi.  417 

ence  of  some  of  a  contrary  tendency^  if  respect  be  bad  to  the 
analc^  afforded  by  the  rule,  which  refuses  to  force  on  a 
purchaser,  a  title  to  property,  based  on  a  tortious  destruc^ 
tion  of  contingent  remainden.  On  all  the  grounds  of 
objection,  then,  to  which  the  validity  of  any  aigument  can 
be  exposed,  that,  here  referred  to,  seems  disentitled  to  our 
confidence  and  reception,  (y) 

The  operation  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  upon 
limitations  by  way  of  remainder,  being  thus  ascertained,  it 
will  be  proper,  to  proceed  in  the  inquiry,  as  to  what  re- 
mainders are  thereby  rendered  void  for  remoteness,  and, 
what  are  valid.  And  in  this,  as  in  every,  application  of  the 
doctrine  of  perpetuity,  it  must  be  remembered,  that  the 
requirement  of  the  Rule  is,  a  necessary 9  and,  not  merely,  a 
probable  or  possible^  vesting,  within  the  prescribed  limits. 

1.  It  may  be  laid  down,  as  a  universal  proposition  upon  Remainder  not 
this  subject,  that  every  remainder,  limited  after  a  particu-  decwc*"?^ 
lar-estate  to  an  unborn  person  for  life,  which  is  so  ffiven,  wn^wro  tenant 
toat  It  cannot  Vest  until  the  decease  of  such  unborn  person, 
is  void,  as  too  remote.  It  is  true,  the  unborn  tenant  for  life 
will  necessarily  come  in  esse,  if  at  all,  during  a  life  in  being ; 
and  if  the  vesting  of  the  remainder  were  not  postponed  for 
a  longer  period,  than  his  attainment  of  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  there  would  be  no  objection  to  it,  on  the  ground 
of  remoteness.  But,  as  the  period  of  the  death  of  the 
unborn  tenant  for  life  is  indefinite,  it  is  manifest,  that  the 
limits  of  the  Rule  are  transgressed ;  a  whole  life  not  in  esse 
being  taken  for  the  period  of  suspension,  independently  of 
the  time  which  must  elapse  prior  to  the  birth  of  the  first 
taker.  It  is  not,  it  will  be  observed,  that  a  remainder  can- 
not be  limited  after  an  estate  for  life  to  an  unborn  person, 
or  after  a  succession  of  such  estates  (as  was  formerly  sup- 
posed); but  that  the  remainder  is,  either,  not  vested  imme- 
diately, or  is  not  so  limited,  that  it  must  vest,  within  the 

(y)  See  2  Jarm.  Wills,  226. 
E  E 
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allowed  limits.  This  may  be  exemplified  by  a  recent  case, 
in  reference  to  a  limitation  of  personalty.  Thus,  (z)  a  testa- 
tor gave  the  dividends  of  stock,  to  his  brother  and  three 
sisters,  and  after  the  decease  of  either  of  them,  leaving  any 
children,  the  share  of  him  or  them  so  dying,  to  be  paid  to 
such  children,  for  their  lives,  with  benefit  of  survivorship, 
and  in  case  either  of  his  brother  and  sisters  should  die  with- 
out leaving  such  issue,  then,  the  survivor  or  survivors  to  take 
the  dividends,  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the 
children  of  his  brother  and  sisters,  the  testator  directed  the 
stock,  and  all  dividends  then  due,  to  be  disposed  of  accord- 
ing to  the  Statute  of  Distributions ;  and  it  was  held,  that 
the  bequest  of  the  capital  of  the  stock  failed  for  remoteness, 
and  that  it  was,  therefore,  undisposed  of,  and  went  to  the 
next  of  kin  of  the  testator  living  at  his  death.  Here,  we 
perceive,  that  the  ulterior  bequest  was  necessarily  contin- 
gent, until  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  class  of  unborn 
persons,  (children  of  the  testator's  brother  and  sisters,)  as  the 
individuals,  who  should  answer  the  description  of  those  to 
whom  the  capital  was  given,  could  not  be  ascertained  until 
that  time.  The  argument,  as  reported,  extended  even  so 
&r,  as  to  maintain  the  invalidity  of  any  gift  of  an  absolute 
interest,  beyond  a  prior  limitation  of  a  life-interest  to  an 
unborn  child,  but  it  cannot  be  presumed,  that  either  the 
advocate  or  the  Court  adopted  any  such  doctrine,  Opposed, 
as  it  is,  no  less  to  the  very  authority  cited  in  its  behali^  than 
to  all  principle  and  analogy,  (a) 


(«)  Cook*  ▼.  SowUr,  2  Keen,  54. 

(a)  A  learned  writer  has  obsenred, 
with  reference  to  this  case,  as  fol- 
lows :— *'  It  is  not  uncommon,  to  find 
it  stated,  in  unqualified  terms,  that, 
though  you  may  give  a  life-interest  to 
an  unborn  person,  every  ulterior  gift 
is  necessarily  and  absolutely  void; 
and  some  countenance  to  this  doctrine 
is  to  be  found,  in  the  judgment,  as  re- 
ported, of  an  able  living  judge,  (  Cooke 


Y.  Bowier,  2  Keen,  54.)  thongb  tkt 
adjudication  itself,  rightly  considered, 
lends  no  support  to  any  such  doc- 
trine, as  the  ulterior  gift,  wUch  wm 
there  pronounced  to  be  Toid,  was  no- 
thing more  than  a  declaration,  that 
the  property  should  go  according  to 
the  Statute  of  Distributions ;  so  that 
the  claim  of  the  next  of  kho,  who  was 
held  to  be  entitled,  was  perfectly  oob- 
sistent  witb  the  will,  unlcn,  mdeed. 
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It  may  be  observed,  that  a  remainder,  after  an  estate  for 
life  limited  to  an  unborn  person,  will  not  be  rendered  con* 
tiogent  on  its  determination,  by  the  mere  circumstance,  of 
the  remainder  being  introduced  by  the  words,  '*  subject 
thereto,"  or  the  like ;  such  expressions  having  reference  only 
to  the  posteriority  of  the  remainder  to  the  partial  estate. 

2,  A  limitation  to  the  unborn  child  or  other  issue  of  an  Remainder  to 
unborn  tenant  for  life,  unconfined  in  regard  to  the  time  tenant  for  life» 
of  the  birth  of  the  remoter  issue,  is  absolutely  void  for  Ji^e  of  their 
lemotenesa     Such  a  limitation  is  necessarily  void ;  because,  coming  in  eue 

...  be  not 

as  there  are  no  limits  to  the  time,  within  which  the  unborn  restricted, 
child  in  the  second  degree  is  to  come  in  esse,  it  may  hap- 
pen, that  no  person,  entitled  to  take  under  the  remainder, 
will  exist,  until  after  the  lapse  of  twenty-one  years  from  the 
birth  of  the  unborn  tenant  for  life ;  and,  unless  the  remain- 
der vests  within  that  period,  it,  obviously,  transgresses  the 
prescribed  boundary.  It  might,  also,  be  supposed,  that  such 
a  limitation  violates  the  Common  law  rule,  with  respect  to  a 
pouibiUty  upon  a  possibiliiy,  as  it  assumes,  first,  the  event  of 
the  birth  of  a  child,  and,  then,  the  birth  of  issue  of  such  child ; 
but  this  doctrine  can  now  scarcely  be  said  to  be  of  any  au- 
thority, since  it  is  clear,  that  limitations  may  be  made  to  the 
unborn  issue  of  an  unborn  child,  if  it  be  provided,  that 
such  issue^  in  the  second  degree,  shall  be  bom,  or  that  their 

it  applied  to  the  next  of  kin  at  the  (rightly  or  wrongly ;  it  is  of  no  im- 

death  of  the  nnbom  legatee  for  life,  portance  to  consider ;)  read,  as  a  gift 

which  would  have  been  clearly  void,  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  living 

■s  embracing  persons,  who  wonld  not  at  tke  dteeage  of  the  turpioor  of  the 

bare  been  ascertainable  until  more  children  of  bis  brother  and   sisters ; 

than  twenty-one  years  after  a  life  in  which  was,  clearly,  too  remote  a  period, 

being ;  bat  for  this  constmction  there  for  ascertaining  the  objects  of  the  gift 

seems  to  have  been  no  ground.**    1  If   the    ulterior    limitation    merely 

Jamu  Wills,  241,  242.     V^ith  de-  amounted  to  a  declaration,  that  they 

ference  to  this  opinion,  it  is  conceived,  should  take,  on  whom  the  law  wonld 

the  Master  of  the  Rolls  did  decide,  cast  the  property,  wherefore  was  it 

that  the  ultimate  limitation  was  void,  "void?"  and  how  could  it  "fail  for 

upon  the  ground  of  its  remoteness;  remoteness?  '*  (to  use  the  very  words 

sad  thai,  because  the  limitation  was  of  the  M.  R). 

E  B   2 
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Bat  if  the 
birth  of  the 
remoter  issue 
be  limited  to 
hapoen  with 
the  l^al 
period^  the 
remainder  is 
good. 


shares  shall  vest,  within  the  proper  period.  (&)     And  this 
leads  us  to  observe,  that, 

3.  A  limitation  may  be  made  to  an  unborn  person,  for 
life,  with  remainder,  to  the  unborn  child  or  other  issue  of 
such  person,  provided,  the  birth  of  the  issue,  entitled  under 
the  ulterior  remainder,  be  limited  to  take  place,  within  the 
period  of  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years,  (c)  In  such  a 
case,  as  the  remainder  will  vest,  (if  at  all,)  on  the  birth  of 
the  remoter  issue,  and  as  the  birth  of  the  issue  who  are  to 
take,  must  happen  within  the  prescribed  limits  of  remote- 
ness, the  mere  fact,  that  such  issue  are  to  be  the  issue  of 
children,  themselves  as  yet  unborn,  can  be  of  no  weight,  in 
reference  to  the  question  of  the  remoteness  of  the  remainder. 
If  the  issue  are  bom  within  the  specified  period,  although 
they  be  in  even  the  third  or  fourth  remove  from  the  living 
ancestor,  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities  is  still  preserved 
inviolate  :  and  if  they  are  not  so  bom,  the  remainder  will 
fiul,  and  some  ulterior  limitation  take  effect  Upon  the 
same  principle,  a  limitation  may  be  made  to  A.,  (a  person 
in  esse,)  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  his  unborn  son,  or  other 
child,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  a  child  of  such  unborn 
child,  if  it  be  provided,  that  the  issue  in  the  second  degree 
shall  be  bom,  during  the  lifetime  of  A.,  or  vrithin  the  period 
of  twenty-one  years  from  his  decease.  It  must  be  admitted, 
the  authorities  do  not  warrant  our  saying  more,  than  that, 
if  the  birth  of  the  remoter  issue  is  limited  to  happen 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  in  esse,  the  remainder  to 
them  will  be  good ;  but,  it  is  conceived,  that,  upon  principle, 
there  can  be  no  question,  that  advantage  may  be  taken  of 
the  whole  allowed  period,  for  the  purpose  of  postponing  the 


(b)  See  the  argument,  derived  fW>m 
the  old  rule  against  tho  esistenco  of 
a  possibility  upon  a  possibility,  urged 
in  1  Sug.  Pow.  493,  494 ;  Rand.  Perp. 
102  ;  arpvendo,  Bengough  ▼.  Edridge, 
1  Sim.  232. 


(e)  RouOedge  v.  DarriO,  2  Ves.  jr. 
357.  And  see,  per  Prtatom,  argmmdo^ 
Bengamgh  v.  Edtidge,  I  Sim.  25 1 » 
and  Mogg  v.  Mogg,  I  Mer.  664; 
Hayes  Gonv.  3B5. 
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Testing  of  rcmaindera,  as  is  the  case  with  respect  to  limita- 
tions by  way  of  Executory  devise  and  bequest,  and  Spring- 
ing and  Shifting  Use.  (d) 

4.  As  every  remainder,  depending  or  expectant  upon  a  A  remainder 
prior  remiunder  which  is  void  for  remoteness,  must  also  be  too  child  of  • 
remote,  {e)  it  follows,  that,  if  a  limitation  be  made  to  A.,  (a  J^Jroned  to** 
peison  in  esse,)  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  his  unborn  child,  umiudoiis  to 

enother  itnbom 

for  life,  with  remainder,  to  a  child  of  that  unborn  peison,  by  child  and  hit 
purchase,  (such  latter  remainder  being  unrestricted  in  point  ^^^  ^^ 
of  time,)  with  remainder,  to  the  second  or  other  child  of  A., 
for  life,  or  otherwise,  the  ulterior  limitation  must  be  void,  as 
being  postponed  to  an  unconfincd  remainder  to  the  unborn 
child  of  a  ])erson  not  in  esse.  In  such  a  case,  the  objection 
of  remoteness,  which  attaches  to  the  remainder  to  the  un- 
born issue  of  the  first  child  of  A.,  necessarily  affects  the  sub- 
sequent limitation,  in  favor  of  the  second  or  other  child  of 
A.,  although  such  last-mentioned  limitation,  regarded  per 
«e,  is  free  firom  any  tendency  to  remoteness.     But, 

5.  If  the  death  and  fiiilure  of  the  issue  of  the  first  unborn  Bat  if  ulterior 
child  of  A.,  on  which  the  ulterior  remainder  is  to  take  effect,  restricted  to 
be  limited  to  happen  within  the  prescribed  period  of  perpe-  S'^gowL™* 
tuity,  the  mere  circumstance,  that  such  limitation  is  post- 
poned to  a  remainder,  in  itself  too  remote,  will  not  expose 

it  to  the  objection  of  remoteness,  which  attaches  to  the 
latter.  (/)  Tlius,  if  land  be  limited,  to  A.,  for  life,  with  re- 
mainder, to  the  first  (unborn)  son  of  A.,  for  life,  with  re- 


(d)  The  writer  b  aware,  that  what 
bas  been  above  advanced  ii  at  Tariance 
with  the  pobitions  of  some  text- 
writers,  (see,  F.  C.  R.  50'2 ;  2  Preat. 
Abst.  166.  168;  1  Sag.  Fow.  493 ; 
Bart  Elem.  Comp.  268;  1  Jarm. 
Wilb,  236  n.,  '240 ;)  who  affirm,  that 
toery  ^ft  to  an  unborn  person,  for 
life,  with  remainder,  to  the  child  or 
other  issue  of  soch  person,  is  absolutely 
void.  But  if  the  Common  law  rule, 
with  respect  to  a  pouSbUitjf  npan  a 


poitihiHtyf  be  no  longer  of  any  autho- 
rity, it  is  difficult,  to  oonceiye,  upon 
what  ground,  except  that  of  a  ten- 
dency to  remoteness,  the  limitations  in 
question  can  he  considered  invalid ; 
and  if  that  tendency  be  obviated,  by 
the  restriction  of  the  birth  of  the  re- 
moter issue  to  the  proper  limits,  all 
objection  is,  clearly,  removed* 

(e)  Rovtiedge  v.  Dorril,  ubi  Mupra, 
(/)  Beard  v.    Wesicott,  5  Taunt. 
393 ;  2  Prest  Abst.  170. 
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mainder,  to  the  issue  of  sach  son,  by  purchase,  there  being 
an  ulterior  remainder-over,  in  the  event  of  a  failure  of  issue 
male  of  A.,  at  his  deaths  or  in  the  event  of  the  death  and 
failure  of  issue  of  such  issue  male,  before  they  attain  their 
ages  of  twenty^one  years,  it  is  clear,  that  the  remainder-over 
is  perfectly  good,  notwithstanding  the  invalidity  of  the  prior 
limitation  to  the  issue  of  the  unborn  son  of  A.  This  rule 
proves  to  demonstration,  that  the  only  criterion,  in  deciding 
the  question,  of  the  validity  of  remainders  in  regard  to  re- 
moteness, is,  their  tendency  or  non-tendency  to  a  perpetuity, 
with  reference  to  the  limits  prescribed  by  the  perpetuity- 
rule. 
Remainder,  6.  Wherever  an  estate  for  life  is  given  to  a  person  in  esse, 

expectant  on  a  .j  i_i»»aJ^i.  ^  i  ^ 

particular.  &  remainder  may  be  limited  thereupon,  to  any  class  of  un- 
to^^  ^no^^^  ^^^  issue,  or  other  persons,  and  the  vesting  of  their  interests 
esae,  cannot  be  may  be  postponed  to  any  degree  of  remoteness,  as  the  re- 
mainder must  necessarily  take  effect  or  fail,  at  the  expiration 
of  a  life  in  being,  which  is  within  the  Rule,  {g)  It  follows, 
therefore,  that  there  is  no  objection  to  a  limitation  to  A.,  for 
life,  and  afler  his  decease,  to  all  the  children  of  B.,  who 
shall  attain  twenty-five,  or  other  age  greater  than  twenty- 
one,  or  to  all  the  children  of  an  unborn  child  of  A. ;  although 
both  such  ulterior  limitations  would  be  void,  as  too  remote,  if 
made,  independently,  by  way  of  Executory  devise,  or  Future 
use.  However  remote,  in  its  original  and  abstract  form,  the 
remainder  may  be,  if  it  takes  effect  within  the  prescribed 
period,  there  is,  obviously,  no  real  perpetuity  created ;  and 
ii^  from  the  rules  of  law  which  govern  remainders,  the  limi- 
tation in  question  must  so  take  effect,  if  at  all,  then,  every 
requirement  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities  is  satisfied,  and 
it  is  of  little  moment,  what  may  be  the  remoteness  of  the  re- 
mainder, regarded  abstractedly  from  its  nature  and  implied 
consequences,  and  the  circumstances  of  its  operation. 
Life-estates  7.  It  is  a  rcsult  of  the  rule,  giving  effect  to  every  remain- 

in  succes^a^     ^^^9  ^^^^  ^  limitation  to  an  unborn  person,  for  life,  which 

C^)  2  Prest  Abst.  168. 
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most  neoessarfly  take  effect  within  the  prescribed  bmmdari  to  unborn 
that  a  limitation  may  be  made  to  A.,  for  life,  with  remainder,  life,  chUdren  of 
to  his  first  son  (unborn),  for  life,  with  renuunder,  to  a  *?«>'*<»** 
second  nnbom  son,  for  life,  and  so  on,  successively,  to  all 
the  other  children  of  A.,  who  may  be  bom,  for  their  respec- 
tive lives ;  because  every  one  of  the  successive  tenants  for 
life  must  necessarily  be  bom,  and,  therefore,  each  of  the 
remainders,  vest,  during  A.'s  lifetime,  or  within  such  time 
after  his  decease,  as  the  law  allows  for  the  birth  of  post- 
humous issue.  (A)  Did  each  successive  remainder  for  life 
depend,  for  its  vesting  upon  some  other  event,  besides  that 
of  the  donee  surviving  the  prior  unborn  tenant  for  life, 
which  would  not  necessarily  happen  within  the  prescribed 
limits,  all  the  remainders,  subsequent  to  that  to  the  first  un- 
born son,  would  be  too  remote.  It  is  true,  each  remainder- 
man must,  in  order  to  his  becoming  entitled  in  possession, 
survive  the  other  unborn  persons,  to  whom  prior  estates  for 
life  are  limited ;  but  this  contingency  is  implied  in  the  very 
nature  of  the  estates,  and  does  not  operate  to  prevent  alie- 
nation, by  the  concurrence  of  all  the  persons  successively 
entitled.  (»)    This  leads  us  to  observe,  that, 

8.  Life-estates  may,  also,  be  given,  successively,  to  the  ^]J^^^^ 
unborn  children  of  a  person  in  esse,  if  the  interests  of  the  vetting  of  each 

.1  i>     •      1    .  1    •     life-estate  be 

successive  remamder-men  are  limited  to  vest,  on  theur  postponed  to 
attainment  of  their  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  as  such  event  ^^J^fy^^ 
must  necessarily  happen  vrithin  twenty-one  years  after  a  life  taken  attaining 
in  being.     And,  by  consequence,  an  ultimate  remainder 
may  also  be  limited,  expectant  upon  such  life-estates,  pro- 
vided it  be,  either,  presently  vested,  or,  will  necessarily  vest 
within  the  proper  period ;  e.  g.,  a  remainder  to  the  unborn 
child  of  any  other  person  in  esse.   But,  an  ultimate  remainder, 

(A)  Beard  r,    fFeaieottt  6  Taunt  person,  or  any  other  wibom  penon,** 

393.     Hayes  Conv.  385,  386.  See  1  Jarm.  Wills,  236,  n.    But  tbe 

(i)  It  is,   surely,  hpgut  pennm  of  same  doctrine  has  been,  inadvertently, 

a  learned  writer,  to  say,  that  the  legal  advanced  by  other  writers.  See  Poweltt 

prohibition  is  against  **  the  engrafting  note  to  F.  Ex.  Dev.  327 ;  I  Sug.  Pow. 

00  a  life-interest  to  an  nnbom  person,  493 ;  Rand.  Perp.  87,  B8^  102. 
t  remainder-over  to  the  issue  of  such 
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Remainder 
may  be  limited 
to  the  issue  of 
unborn  person, 
if  latter  take 
estate*tail. 


Remainder 
void,  if  made 
to  an  unascer- 
tained person 
at  age  above 
majority, 
though  there 
be  a  person 
existing,  who 
may  answer 
description, 
and  actually 
doeiso. 


The  difference 
between  legal 


whose  vesting  is  postponed  until  the  decease  of  the  survivor 
of  such  tenants  for  life,  (notwithstanding  the  vesting  of  ^A^r 
interests  within  the  prescribed  period,)  must  be  void,  because 
that  event  may  transgress  the  boundaries  of  perpetuity. 

9.  It  will  be  hereafter  seen,  that  Umitations,  after  or  ex- 
pectant upon  estates-tail,  are,  generally,  exempt  from  the 
operation  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  by  reason  of 
their  destructibility  by  the  disentailing  assurance  of  the 
tenant  in  tail  It  is  a  consequence  of  this  rule,  that,  if  a  limi- 
tation in  tail  be  made  to  an  unborn  person,  with  remainder, 
to  his  issue,  by  purchase,  for  life,  in  tail,  or  in  fee,  such 
remainder  will  not  be  void  for  remoteness,  although  uncon- 
fined  in  regard  to  the  time  of  the  birth  of  such  issue  in  the 
second  degree,  or  of  the  vesting  of  their  interests,  {k)  And, 
so,  it  should  seem,  that,  if,  prior  to  the  limitation  to  the  un- 
born parent,  there  be  a  gift  of  an  estate-tidl  to  same  other 
person^  the  remainder,  to  the  children  of  the  unborn  tenant 
for  life,  will  be  equally  free  from  objection,  with  the  limita- 
tion to  such  children,  where  the  parent  takes  an  estate-taiL 

10.  The  rule,  which  requires  remainders  to  be  so  limited, 
as  to  vest  within  the  prescribed  period  of  remoteness,  renders 
a  remainder  void,  if  limited  to  an  unascertained  person  or 
class,  who  will  not  necessarily  answer  the  required  description 
within  the  proper  period,  although,  as  the  event  turns  out, 
such  person,  or  the  members  of  such  class,  be  actually  in 
existence,  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  limitations. 
Thus,  if  there  be  a  gift,  to  A.,  for  life,  and  after  his  decease, 
to  the  unborn  son  of  B.,  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to 
such  son  of  C,  as  shall  first  attain  the  age  of  Uoeniy^fiee 
years,  the  ulterior  remainder  is,  clearly,  too  remote ;  although 
there  be  a  son  of  C.  in  existence,  who  afterwards  attains 
the  specified  ape ;  inasmuch  as,  at  the  date  of  the  will  or 
settlement,  there  was  a  possibility,  that  an  unborn  son  of  C. 
would  be  the  first  who  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-live. 

11.  A  difficulty  seems  to  arise,  as  regards  the  applica- 

(A)  2  Prest.  Abst.  170. 


CHAP.  XVI.]  AS  IT  AFFBCT8  REMAINBBRa  425 

tion  of  the  doctrines  of  remoteness,  to  limitadons  of  ea«t-  t&d  eqaitikble 
tabh  remainders,  which  are  not  bound  by  the  same  rules,  J^  relation 
wiih  respect  to  the  time  of  their  taking  effect,  as  remain-  *®  *^t}*'"^ 

*  o  "^        ^  af^ainst  remote- 

den  at  Common  law ;  there  being  no  rule,  requiring  an  nesB. 

equitable  remainder  to  take  effect  immediately  on  the  deter- 
mination of  the  particular-estate.     Without  this  rule,  it  is 
certainly  difficult,  to  discover  the  guarantee  afforded  by  the 
limitation  of  a  legal  remainder,  after  a  life-estate  to  a  person 
in  eitBi  f<^^  the  non-violation  of  the  Rule  against  Perpe- 
tuities; since,  if  the  remainder  may  take  effect  at  any  time, 
so  fiir  as  respects  its  validity  as  a  remainder,  there  would 
seem  to  be  a  primd  fdcie  necessity,  for  the  observance  of 
those  cautions,  in  the  avoidance  of  remoteness,  which  are 
required  in  limitations  of  Executory  devises,  and  Future 
Uses.     The  only  mode,  whereby  it  seems  possible  for  a 
Court  of  equity,  to  put  an  interpretation  upon  such  limita- 
tions, analogous  to  that  which  obtains  in  regard  to  Common 
law  remainders,  is  a  constnictive  annexation  to  the  gift  of 
the   remainder,  of  a  qualification,   that   it  shall   become 
capable  of  taking  effect,  before  or  at  the  determination  of 
the  particular-estate.  (/)    As,  if  the  trust  of  property  be 
limited,  to  A.,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  such  son  of  his,  as 
shall  first  attain  twenty-five  years  of  age,  such  grtiaW-remain- 
der  must,  (it  should  seem,)  if  it  be  good  at  all,  be  so,  upon  the 
implied  condition,  that,  at  the  decease  of  A.,  there  shall  be 
a  Bon  of  the  requisite  age.     Unless  such  a  construction  be 
admisnble,  (and  it  is  not  advanced,  as  one  established  on 
unquestionable  authority,)  there  seems  no  alternative,  but 
the  subjecting  equitable  remainders,  to  all  the  restrictions 
and  requirements  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  as  it  is 
applied  to  Executory  limitations. 

Between  equitable  remainders,  limited  after  prior  life- 
estates  to  persons  unhorfiy  and  similar  leg<d  remainders,  no 
difference  seems  to  exist ;  because,  as  we  have  seen,  there  is, 

(0  2  Prett.  Ab6t.  Ua. 
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clearly,  a  necessity,  in  regard  to  the  latter,  for  confining 
the  remainder  within  the  prescribed  boundaries  of  remote- 
ness ;  and  no  other  requisite  can  exist,  with  respect  to  re- 
mainders of  the  trust  or  equitable  interest 


OF   THE  DOCTRINE  OF  gT-PR£& 


Nature  of  this 
doctnne. 


Although  limitations  by  way  of  reminder,  to  the  children 
of  unborn  persons,  are,  it  has  been  seen,  generally  void  for 
remoteness,  unless  the  birth  of  the  remoter  issue  be  confined 
to  happen,  within  the  proper  period,  there  are  cases,  in  which 
the  Courts  have  so  moulded,  or  put  such  a  construction 
upon,  the  limitations,  as  that  the  unborn  parent  may  take 
an  estate-tail,  and  the  property  vest  in  his  issue  by  descent ; 
by  which  all  objection  of  remoteness  is  obviated,  (m) 

To  comprehend  the  principles  on  which  this  doctrine 
rests,  it  must  be  understood,  as  a  rule  of  law,  that,  where  a 
testator  has  two  objects,  one  primary  or  general,  and  the 
other  secondary  or  particular,  which  are  incompatible,  the 
particular  intention  must  be  sacrificed,  in  order  that,  as  fiir 
as  possible,  efiect  may  be  given  to  the  general  one.  (n)  H^ 
therefore,  a  testator  manifest  a  general  intention,  that  a 
particular  unborn  devisee  and  his  issue  should  take  certiun 
property,  but,  in  consequence  of  the  interests  of  the  issue 
being  limited  by  purchase,  the  particular  mode  adopted  by 
the  testator  of  carrying  into  effect  his  primary  intent,  be 


(m)  Seo,  Btaler*8  note  to  F.  C.  R. 
204,  ei  §eq,i  PowdTs  note  to  F.  Ex. 
Der.  333 ;  2  Sag.  Pow.  61  ;  2  Prest. 
Abet.  166,  167;  1  Madd.  Chan.  60; 
1  Jarm.  Willg,  260 ;  Hayes  Prin- 
opletv  &c.,  50,  110;  Burt.  Elem. 
Comp.  284 ;  Prior  on  <<  Issue,'*  58. 

(n)  The  reader  will  remark,  that 
the  doctrme  of  general  and  particular 


intention,  here  alluded  to,  bas  no 
oessary  connexion  with  tliat»  wbadi 
has  been  sometimes  imprc^Mrly  ad- 
vanced, in  reference  to  the  oonstme- 
tion  of  limitations  afftded  bf  gifH- 
over  OK  a  djfing  miAomt  tstiM^  and 
which  has  been  subjected  to  the  jvsl 
oensures  of  some  late  writesi. 
Hayes'  Inquiry,  &c,  284. 
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contrary  to  law»  the  Courts  have,  in  support  of  the  testator's 
general  intention,  to  provide  for  the  issue  of  the  devisee, 
sometimes  held,  that  the  issue  shall  take  derivatively  through 
the  ancestor,  by  vesting  an  estate-tail  in  him,  which  is  con- 
formable to  the  rules  of  law.  This  doctrine  is  called  the 
nile  o{  ajy)roximationf  or  gy-^ris,  i.  e.,  of  carrying  into  efiect 
the  testator's  intentions,  as  nearly  as  may  be,  according  to 
the  rules  of  law. 

Thus,  in  a  well-known  case,(o)  land  was  devised,  to  Cue  of 
trustees,  upon  trust,  to  be  conveyed  to  M.,  for  life,  and  after  Humhenum,  * 
his  decease,  to  M.,  his  first  son,  for  life,  and  so,  to  the  first 
son  of  that  first  son,  for  life,  &c.,  and  if  no  issue  male  of 
the  first  son,  then,  to  the  second  son  of  M.,  for  life,  and 
so,  to  his  first  son,  &c.,  with  remainders-over,  to  about 
fifty  others,  for  their  lives,  successively,  and  so  on,  without 
giving  an  estate-tail  to  any  of  them,  or  making  a  disposition 
of  the  fee :  and  Lord  Chancellor  Cotcper  held,  that  the 
limitation  to  the  unborn  sons  of  M.,  with  remainders  to 
their  issue,  created  a  perpetuity ;  but  decreed,  that  the  con- 
veyance should  be  as  near  the  intent  as  the  rules  of  law 
would  admit ;  viz,,  by  making  all  the  sons  of  M.,  in  being 
at  the  testator's  decease,  tenants  for  life,  with  remainders  to 
their  issue,  and  limiting  estates-tail  to  the  sons  unborn. 

So,  again,  in  another  case,  (p)  a  testator  gave  certain  ^^^^ 
estates,  to  his  nephew,  W.  B.,  eldest  son  of  his  brother,  R.,  ouver  y. 
for  life,  remainder,  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  in  strict  set- 
tlement, remainder,  to  the  second  son  of  the  testator's  bro- 
ther, for  life,  and  after  the  death  of  such  second  son,  to  the 
first  son  of  his  body,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  and  for 
default  of  such  issue,  to  the  second,  third,  fourth,  fifth,  and 
every  other  son  and  sons  of  the  said  second  son  of  the  tes- 
tator's brother,  successively,  and  to  the  heirs  male  of  their 
several  bodies :  the  testator's  brother  had  only  one  son,  W., 
bom  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  but  he  had  a  second  son,  T., 

(o)  Hwmhertton.  v.   Humbtnton,  1  (  p)  Chapmam  d.  Oliw  v.  Browne 

P.  Wmi.  332.  a  Burr.  1626. 
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born  after  the  testator's  death,  and  in  the  lifetime  of  W. ; 
W.  died  without  issue,  and,  then,  the  second  son  entered, 
and  suffered  a  recovery :  and  upon  the  question,  whether 
T.,  the  second  son  of  R.,  who  was  not  bom  until  after  the 
testator^s  death,  took  an  estate-tail,  or  only  an  estate  for  life, 
it  was  held,  by  the  Court  of  B.  R.,  that  the  second  son  took 
an  estate-tail,  for  the  purpose  of  effectuating  the  general 
intention  of  the  testator. 
Case  of  mchoU       Again,  in  another  case,  (a)  A.  devised  all  his  real  estate, 

V.  NicKofl.  ,  <»-rkii-ii 

to  the  use  of  the  second  son  of  B.,  (who  had  then  no  son,) 
for  the  life  of  such  second  son,  and  after  his  death,  or  in  case 
he  should  inherit  his  paternal  estate,  by  the  death  of  his  bro- 
ther, to  his  second  son  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  and  his  hein 
male,  and  for  default  of  such  issue,  to  the  third,  fourth, 
and  other  sons  of  B.,  successively,  in  tml-male,  and  in 
default  of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  the  first,  second  and 
other  sons  of  C,  successively,  in  tail-male,  and  for  defiuiU 
of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  D.,  and  his  heirs  for  ever:  B. 
had  no  son  living  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death :  and 
the  Court  of  C.  B.,  upon  a  case  out  of  Chancery,  unani- 
mously certified,  that  the  estates  should  vest  in  the  second 
son  of  B.,  when  any  such  should  be,  by  way  of  Executory 
devise ;  and  that,  in  order  to  effectuate  the  general  intent 
of  the  testator,  such  second  son  would  take  an  estate  to  him 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  determinable  on  the  acces- 
sion of  the  paternal  estate.  Here,  it  will  be  perceived,  the 
Court  disregarded  the  intention,  to  exclude  the  eldest  son 
of  the  second  son,  but,  in  order  to  carry  out  the  testator^s 
general  desire,  gave  the  second  son,  an  estate,  which  must, 
if  unbarred,  descend  upon  his  eldest  son,  in  prejudice  of  the 
second  son,  who  was  an  express  object  of  the  testator^s 
bounty,  (r) 
Cue  of  So,  also,  in  another  case,  («)  by  setdement  on  the  mar> 

(9)  NicKoOy,  NiehoU,  2  Sir  W.  Bl.       upon  this  cue,  Trettbe  on  *•  Isme/ 
1159.  64,65. 

{r)  See  observations  of  Mr.  Prior,  (« )  Bolrinaon  v.  Hardeaaitk^  2  T. 
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riage  of  A.,  with  B.,  estates  were  conveyed  to  trustees,  after  RtAinaom  ▼. 
limitations  not  important  to  the  present  purpose,  in  trust 
for  such  child  or  children  of  A.,  on  the  body  of  6,,  as  A. 
should,  by  deed  or  will,  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment, to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  A.  and  B.,  in  tail,  &c. : 
B.  having  died  in  the  lifetime  of  her  husband,  he  devised 
the  setded  estates,  to  the  use  of  his  son,  J.,  for  life,  with 
remainder,  to  trustees,  to  support  contingent  remainders, 
with  remainder,  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  J.,  in  tail, 
with  remainders-over:  and  the  Court  of  B.  R.  admitted  the 
doctrine  otgy-pres,  by  giving  the  son,  J.,  an  estate-tail,  as 
the  limitations  in  the  will,  to  the  sons  of  J«,  as  purchasers, 
were  clearly  void,  by  reason  of  his  being  a  person,  unborn 
at  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  power. 

But  the  case,  (f)  which  is  generally  considered  to  have  Case  of  P£if  ?. 
carried  the  principle  of  qy-prhy  to  its  utmost  length,  ^ 
remains  yet  to  be  stated.  In  it,  money  was,  previous  to 
manjage,  covenanted  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of 
lands,  to  be  settled,  to  the  use  of  A.,  for  life,  remainder,  to 
B.,  for  life,  remainder,  to  the  use  of  the  children  of  the 
marriage,  subject  to  such  powers  limitations  and  provisions, 
as  A.,  by  deed  or  will,  should  appoint,  with  remainders- 
over  :  A.  had  several  children  by  B.,  and,  by  his  will,  in 
execution  of  the  power,  directed  part  of  a  sum  of  money 
to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  estates,  to  be  conveyed,  in 
trust  for  his  daughter,  M.,  during  her  life,  for  her  separate 
use,  with  remainder,  to  trustees,  to  preserve  contingent  re- 
mainders, with  remainder,  to  the  children  of  the  testator's 
daughter,  €u  tenantt  in  common  in  tail,  with  remainders-over: 
the  question  being,  as  to  the  validity  of  the  appointment. 
Lord  Kenyan,  then  Master  of  the  Rolls,  stopped  the  ai^u- 

R-  241 ;  2  Bro.  C.  C.  22.    Mr.  Bui-  And  see,  as  to  that  case,  Prior  on 

let  ooofidered,  (ii«  to  F.  C.  R.  406,)  •<  Issne,"  64. 

thai  the  case  of  Hopkins  v.  Bopkina,  1  (<)  Pitt  v.  Jaekion,  2  Bro.  C.  C. 

West,  606;  1  Atk.  580 ;  afforded  sop-  51  ;  as  to  which,  see  1  Jarm.  Wills, 

port  to  the  doctrine  under  considera-  263 ;  2  Sug.  Pow.  64, 65.     And  see 

tion ;  hat  it  seenu  difficult,  to  discover  Phelp  v.  Hayt  App.  to  2  Sug.  Pow. 

uiy  solid  ground  for  that  conclusion.  no.  16. 
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Doctrine  pre- 
sumes an 
intention,  to 
create  a 
succession  of 
interests, 
resemblinff 
descent  of 
estate- tail. 


ment,  and  determined,  that,  in  order  to  effectuate  the  te&- 
tator*s  general  intention,  the  daughter  must  be  considered  as 
taking  an  estate- tail.  In  this  case,  it  will  be  observed,  the 
extent  of  the  application  of  the  doctrine  was  the  greater,  as 
the  order,  in  which  the  children  of  M.  were  to  take  under 
the  appointment,  was  not  strictly  coincident  with  the  course 
of  succession  under  an  estate-tail,  (u) 

But,  although  the  general  rule  is  thus  firmly  established^ 
by  the  concurring  assent  of  various  judges,  both  of  law  and 
equity,  it  has  been  carefully  confined  within  due  limits,  and 
has  been  subjected  to  various  restrictions,  which  shall  now 
be  noticed. 

1.  There  must  be  a  clear  indicium  of  an  intention,  that 
the  issue  of  the  unborn  person  should  take  estates-tail, 
or  should  succeed  in  a  mode,  analogous  to  the  course  in 
which  an  estate-tail  would  descend.  (9)  Therefore,  where 
there  is  a  limitation,  to  the  issue  of  an  unborn  tenant  fixr  life, 
as  the  parent  shall  appoint,  without  any  express  gift,  the 
qy-pret  doctrine  does  not  apply,  and  the  limitations,  uUra 
the  life-estate,  are  bad.  This  was  ruled  in  a  case,  (w)  before 
Lord  Hosslyn,  where  an  estate  was  settled,  pursuant  to 
marriage-articles,  upon  the  husband,  for  the  joint  lives 
of  himself  and  his  wife,  remainder,  on  an  event  which  hi^ 
pened,  to  the  wife,  for  life,  remainder,  to  the  chiUren, 
as  the  husband  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  i^point- 
ment,  to  the  children,  as  tenants  in  common  in  tail,  with 
cross-remainders  in  tail;  and  the  husband,  by  his  will, 
appointed  part  of  the  estate,  to  one  of  his  sons,  for  life,  and 
after  his  decease,  to  the  children  of  that  eon,  as  he  should  op- 
point:  and  it  was  adjudged,  that  the  interests,  limited 
by  the  appointment  to  the  children  of  the  son,  could  not,  in 
any  respect,  take  efiect,  as  no  estate-tail  was  given,  nor  any 
intention  of  the  kind,  expressed,  but  that  the  children  were 


(«)  See  2  Jarm.  WUls,  263. 
(o)2Sug.Pow.65.  iJann. mails, 
260,264;  2  ib.  342,  n. 


(v)  BrtMUm  T.  Warde^  2  Yes.  Jr. 
836. 
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intended  to  take,  either  by  appointment,  or,  for  want  of  it, 
distribativelj,  per  capita.  There  was,  in  fact,  no  general 
intent,  sufficiently  strong,  manifested,  the  furtherance  of 
which  would  be  promoted,  by  sacrificing  the  secondary 
intention,  and  giving  the  unborn  son  an  estate-tail. 

This  rule  may  seem,  in  some  degree,  impeached,  by  the  Cum  of  Pia 
decision  in  the  case  of  PiU  v.  Jackson,  before  cited;  (x)  and  Mog^'r. 
but,  it  will  be  observed,  that,  in  that  case,  although  the  issue  ^^^^  ^ 
of  the  appointee  for  life  were  to  take  amcurrenthf,  they  *^  !»">*• 
were,  nevertheless,  to  succeed  to  ettates'4ail9  under  the 
appointment.  It  may,  also,  appear,  that  this  principle  is 
impugned,  by  the  judgment  in  the  important  case  of  Mogg 
V.  Mofffff  (  y)  where  there  was  a  devise  of  estates,  to  all  and 
every  the  children  and  child  of  the  testator's  daughter, 
S.  M.,  (who  was  in  esse,)  for  life,  and  after  the  decease 
of  such  child  and  children,  to  the  lawful  issue  of  such  child 
and  children,  to  hold  to  such  issue,  his  her  and  their  heirs, 
as  tenants  in  common,  without  survivorship,  and  in  de&ult 
of  such  issue,  over,  to  other  persons.  It  was  held,  by  the 
Court  of  B.  R.,  on  a  case  from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and 
afterwards,  by  Sir  Thomas  Plumer,  V.  C,  on  return  of 
the  certificate  of  that  Court,  that  all  the  children  of  S.  M. 
took  estates-tail,  as  tenants  in  common,  with  cross-remain- 
ders in  tail  In  support  of  this  construction,  it  seems 
lo  have  been  admitted,  on  the  ai^gument,  that  it  would 
be  necessary,  to  prove,  that  the  issue  of  the  children  were 
intended  to  take  estates-tail,  and  not  estates  in  fee ;  it  being 
urged,  that  the  gift  was  clearly  intended,  to  the  children  and 
their  famUg  :  the  measure  of  an  estate-tail  was,  to  a  man 
and  the  heirs  of  his  body;  and,  therefore,  a  gift  to  the 
iamily  was  satisfied  by  such  a  gift  It  was  also  aigued,  that 
the  words,  **  in  default  of  such  issue,"  in  the  gift-over,  had 
the  efiect  of  cutting  down  the  word,  '^  heirs,"  in  the  limita- 
tion to  the  grandchildren,  to,  ^'  heirs  of  the  body."    On  the 

(x)  Vidt  gt^rra,  p.  429.  case,  2  Jarm.  WnU«  341,  342,  n. 

(y>  1  Mer.  654.  See,  as  to  this 
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Other  hand,  it  was  said,  that,  in  all  the  cases  on  the  doctrine 
of  gy-presy  estates-tail  were  intended  for  the  issue;  and 
that  there  was  no  one  of  them,  in  which  a  fee  was  intended 
for  the  issue :  that  the  intention,  in  that  case,  was,  that  the 
children  should  take  life-estates,  with  remainder,  in  fee, 
to  their  children :  and  that  the  words,  ^*  in  de&ult  of  such 
issue,'*  only  referred  to  children  of  the  children,  and  could 
not,  therefore,  be  held,  to  cut  down  the  estate  limited  to  the 
grandchildren,  to  any  thing  less  than  a  fee-simple.  In 
reply,  it  was,  further,  said,  that  it  was  clear,  the  testator  used 
the  word,  **  issue,"  as  descriptive  of  the  descendants  of  the 
children ;  and  that  the.  word, ''  heirs,"  which  he  had  added, 
served  only  to  give  the  devise  the  character  of  an  inhe- 
ritance: that  those  expressions  t<^ther  could  not  be 
satisfied,  otherwise  than  by  giving  the  children  estates-tail : 
that  the  case  did  not  turn  upon  the  doctrine  of  gy-prSs, 
alone  ;  for,  independent  of  that,  the  case  might  be  decided 
on  those  authorities,  which  professed  to  establish  the  general 
intention  of  the  testator.  What  the  exact  ground  of  the 
decision,  that  the  children  took  estates-tail,  was,  it  would  not 
be  proper  to  conjecture ;  but,  certain  it  is,  that  the  case  cannot 
be  deemed  an  authority  for  the  position,  that,  under  a  devise 
to  unborn  children,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  their  istuef  as 
tenants  in  common  in  fee ^  the  children  will  take  estates-taiL 
On  either  of  two  grounds,  that  alternative  is  avoided :  the 
Court  may  have  considered,  that  the  word,  *'  heirs,"  in  the 
gift  to  the  grandchildren,  meant,  heirs  of  the  body,  or  that, 
by  the  effect  of  the  words,  '*  in  de&ult  of  such  issue,"  intro- 
ducing the  limitation-over,  the  estates  of  the  issue  of  the 
children  were  cut  down  to  estates-tail ;  in  either  of  which 
cases,  the  decision  would  be  similar  to  that  in  Pitt  v.  Jach- 
son:  or  the  adjudication  may  not  have  proceeded  solely 
upon  the  rule  of  construction,  gy-prest  but,  also,  as  was 
maintained  in  the  argument,  upon  a  general  regard  fer  the 
testator's  intention,  which  was,  to  provide  for  the  family  or 
descendants  of  the  children,  and,  likewise,  (it  may  be  added 
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an  anxiety  to  give  effect  to  the  testator's  disporitions,  which 
would  have  been,  in  a  great  part,  defeated,  by  pving  the 
grandchildren  estates  by  purchase. 

2.  The  doctrine  otgy^prSs  is  not  admissible,  where  there  TheroniiBtbe 
is  only  a  single  intent,  to  create  a  perpetuitfr,  and  not  a  ge-  j^i^on  to 
neral  intention  of  providing  for  all  the  line  of  issue,  combined  PJ^<*«  ^^  »|} 

*  ^  '  the  i88ue,  and 

with  an  inconsistent  particular  intent,  in  regard  to  the  mode  not  merely  a 
of  effecting  that  object  (z)  Thus,  where  (a)  there  was  create  a  sac- 
a  devise,  **  to  A.,  for  life,  and  after  him,  to  his  eldest  or  ^*^[es. 
to  any  other  son  after  him,  for  life,  and  after  them,  to 
as  many  of  his  descendants,  issue  male,  as  should  be  heirs  of 
his  or  their  bodies,  down  to  the  tenth  generation  ;**  it  was 
held,  that  A.  took  no  more  than  a  life-estate,  for  that  here 
was  no  general  intent,  to  create  an  estate-tail,  as  contradis- 
tinguished from  the  particular  intent,  to  give  an  estate 
for  Ufe,  to  the  first  taker,  but  a  single  intent,  to  create  a  sue- 
cesrion  of  life-estates  to  persons  not  in  esse,  which  the  law 
would  not  allow*  So,  also,  where  (i)  there  was  a  devise  of 
lands,  to  trustees,  in  fee,  in  trust  for  A.,  an  in&nt,  for  nine^- 
nine  years  if  he  should  so  long  live,  and  after  that  term,  to 
his  first,  second,  third,  and  fourth  sons,  and  the  issue  male 
of  their  bodies, /or  the  like  term  of  ninety-nine  yean^  as  they 
should  be  in  seniori^  of  birth,  and  in  default  of  such 
issue  male  in  him  or  them,  then,  to  B.,  and  the  issue  male 
of  his  body,  for  the  like  term  of  ninety-nine  years,  and  in 
defiiult  of  such  issue  male,  then,  to  the  right  heirs  of 
the  devisor;  it  was  held,  that  A.  took  an  estate  for  ninety- 
nine  years  determinable  with  his  life,  and  that  upon  his 
death,  his  first  son  took  a  like  estate,  but  that  the  subsequent 
limitations  to  A.*s  other  sons,  and  to  B.,  and  his  issue  male, 
were  void.  Here,  it  will  be  observed,  was  an  intention,  to 
limit  successive  estates  for  years,  to  the  individuals  firom  time 
to  time  answering  the  description  of  heirs  male,  and  not  a 

(j)  2  Sag.  Pow.  60,  n. ;  2  Prcft       198 ;  1  Smith,  390. 
Ab«.  167.  (6)  Somerville  v.  LdkMdg;  6  T. 

(a)  Staward  f.    WUhck,  5  Esft,      R.  213. 
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A6fo  dFcmn^ 
sUnoe  of 
interests  of 


takers  being 
expressly  for 
life,  not 
sufficient  to 
rebut  gy^j^t 
construction. 


general  intent,  to  provide  for  the  lines  of  issue,  by  de- 
scendible estates,  capable  of  devoluUon  in  a  due  oouise 
of  suGcesrion.  Moreover,  as  the  inheritance  was  partitioned 
into  a  variety  of  terms  for  years,  it  would  have  been  impoa- 
sible,  to  convert  them  into  one  descendible  entail,  without 
resorting  to  an  unwarrantably  tortuous  and  strained  con- 
struction* 

From  a  passage  in  the  judgment  of  Lord  EUenborough^ 
C.  J.,  in  the  first  of  the  cases  just  cited»  it  would  appear,  as 
if  the  circumstance,  of  the  interests  of  the  suocesdve  takers 
being  expreulg  corded  to  their  Uvest  was  the  ground 
of  the  rejection  of  the  ^-pret  doctrine*  ''  In  this  cas^" 
said  the  Chief  Justice,  (c)  ^*  the  devisor  has  not  used  general 
terms,  from  whence  an  intent,  to  g^ve  a  descendible  estate 
to  the  issue  of  the  first  devisee,  may  be  collected ;  but  has, 
in  ejtpress  terms,  narrowed  the  estates,  which  the  issue  were 
to  take,  to  estates  for  life ;  and  this,  properiy  speaking 
is  not  a  case  of  a  particular  and  a  general  intent,  both 
of  which  cannot  be  efiectuated,  and  where  the  one  most 
g^ve  way  to  the  other,  but  a  case  of  single  intent,  to  create 
a  succession  oi  estates  for  Ufe^  not  warranted  by  any  law." 

But,  notwithstanding  the  inference  derivable  fi-om  these 
observations,  it  is  conceived,  that  the  principle  of  the  qy-pris 
construction  is  no  less  applicable  to  a  case,  where  there  is  an 
apparent  intention,  to  give  each  successive  taker,  an  estate 
for  his  life  only,  than,  where  the  property  is,  in  direct  terms, 
limited  to  the  issue  of  an  unborn  person,  and  the  heirs  of 
their  bodies,  so  as  to  create  an  express  estate-taiL  The  real 
intent  is,  in  both  cases,  the  same,: — vi%.^  that  there  should  be 
a  succession  of  interests  in  the  line  of  persons,  who  would 
be  inheritable  to  an  estate-tail,  either  general  or  speciaL 
The  law  declares,  that  can  be  only  effected,  by  creating  an 
estate,  which  shall,  in  its  own  nature,  be  descendible  to  the 
persons  intended  successively  to  take.    What  avails  it,  then. 


(c)  5  East,  207.     And  see  Htjcs*  Principles,  5a 
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that  the  interest  <^  each  penon,  included  in  this  line  of  takers, 
isyin  termsi  confined  to  his  life»  if  the  paramount  intention 
be  thereby  firostnUed?  And,  in  what  consists  the  diflerence; 
as  regards  the  application  of  the  $y-pn&  doctrine,  between 
such  a  case,  and  that  of  a  limitadcm  of  descetuUbk  interests 
to  issue  of  a  person  unborn,  which  are  intended  to  devolTC 
on  suoceasive  generations?  It  seems  undeniable,  that  both 
cases  alike  admit  of  and  require  the  application  of  the  rule 
in  question.  (<I) 

Whatever  force  may  be  attributable  to  the  circumstance  cy-pref  con- 
under  consideration,  in  the  limitation  of  legal  estates,  there  applied  In  case 
can  be  little  doubt,  that,  in  a  case  of  executory  truits  in  ^^g^th^h 
Chancery,  the  carrying  into  effect  of  which  is  subject  to  limitations 
the  control  of  the  Court,  limitations  of  the  character  just  designed  to 
mentioned  would  &I1  within  the  general  doctrine  otgy-presy  ^^^^dty 
and  would  be  executed,  by  the  creation  of  an  estate-tail,  in  ^^^ 
fieivor  of  the  first  unborn  person,  supposing,  the  whole  line  of 
issue  of  sucb  person  were  intended  to  be  comprehended  in 
the  limitations ;  which  cannot  be  predicated  of  the  before- 
stated  case  of  Seaward  v.  WiUoch.  {e) 

3.  The  doctrine  of  qy-pris  is  not  applicable  to  limitations  Cjf-p^* 
^personal  estate.    The  reason,  on  which  that  doctrine  is  extended  to 
grounded,  is,  as  has  been  already  stated,  the  giving  effect  ^^^io^.  ^ 
to  the  supposed  primary  intention  of  the  testator,  to  provide 
far  the  general  line  of  issue,  who  cannot,  by  the  rules  of  law, 
take  otherwise  than  derivatively  through  their  ancestor,  but, 
to  some  of  whom,  the  testator  has  attempted  to  limit  interests, 
originally  and  independently.    It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that, 
since  personalty  is  not  capable  of  transmission  by  entdl,  but 
always  vests  absolutely  in  any  peison,  to  whom  it  is  limited,  by 
words  which  would  create  an  estate-tail  in  realty,  the  appli- 
cation of  the  principles  of  the  doctrine  in  question,  to  limi- 
tations of  personal  estate,  would  be  aibitrary  and  baseless. 

(d)  See  Mortimer  ▼.  Wni,  2  Sim.  («)  See  2  Sog.  Pow.  SO,  o. 

374;  stated,  <ii/Wi,  p.  443. 

PP2 
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And,  consequently,  in  a  well-known  case,  (/)  where  a  trust 

fund  was  appointed,  under  a  power,  to  R.  D.,  who  was 

not  living  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  power,  for  life, 

and  after  hi^  decease,  to  and  amongst  his  chUdren,  in  equal 

shares ;  with  an  ultimate  limitation,  to  B.  D,,  absolutely, 

in  default  of  children :  it  was  held,  that  the  limitatioas  could 

not  be  executed,  qy-pres,  for  any  supposed  general  intention 

could  only  be  effectuated,  by  giving  the  fund  to  the  iq>- 

pointee,  absolutely,  and,  then,  it  would  not  go  in  a  course 

of  .descent,  but  would  pass  to  his  executors,  and  be  liable  to 

his  debts. 

Case  of  iUbaA.       The  integrity  of  this  exception  from  ihe  doctrine,  may, 

A^kouae       ^^  a  Superficial  view,  seem  to  be  assailed,  by  the  decision 

considered,  as    'm  the  receut  case  of  Monkhause  v.  Monkkawe,  (a)  before 

to  this  point.  »  vy/ 

V.  C.  ShadwelL  In  that  case,  T.  A.  bequeathed  peisonalty^ 
to  J.  A.  M.,  during  his  life,  and  after  his  death,  to  his  eldest 
900,  during  his  life,  and  to  remain  entailed  on  the  eldest  earn 
deicendedfrom  tie  same  /•  A.  if.,  and  hie  posterity,  from 
one  generation  to  another,  for  ever ;  but  in  case  of  death  or 
want  of  issue  from  the  said  J.  A.  M»,  over:  J.  A«  M.  after> 
wards  died  without  ever  having  had  any  issue.  The  V.  C, 
after  stating  the  limitations  in  the  will,  observed,  that, 
**  inasmuch  as  J*  A.M.  had  no  eldest  son  at  the  death  of  the 
testator,  these  words  must  be  construed,  so  as  to  make  the 
sons  tenants  in  tail,  in  remainder  expectant  upon  the  decease 
of  their  father,".  And,  again, — **The  bequest  most  be 
read,  as  if  he  had  given  the  property,  to  J.  A.  M.,  for  life, 
with  remainder,  to  hb  firet  and  other  sons  in  taiL"  Sop- 
posing,  no  words  had  been  employed  by  the  testator,  which 
could  have  created  an  estate-tail  in  reaky,  unassisted  by  the 
doctrine  of  gy^prSs,  this  deci«on  would,  clearly,  have 
amounted  to  a  denial  of  any  distinction,  between  gifts  of 
real  and  personal  estate,  in  regard  to  the  af^lication  of 

(/)    Rtmthdge  v.  Dorni,  2  Yes.  (g)  3  Ban.  119. 

jr.  357. 
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that  doctrine.  But,  it  is  conceived,  that,  as  well  the  limita- 
tioQ  itself  as  the  w(»ds  introducing  the  gift*OYer,  woidd 
have  abundantly  sufficed  for  the  creation  of  an  estate-tail, 
without  regard  to  the  circumstances  of  any  of  the  devisees, 
or  the  application  of  any  doctrine  of  construction,  peculiarly 
induced  by  them.  And,  that  being  the  case,  the  reported 
expressions  of  the  learned  judge,  which  apparently  went  to 
rest  the  construction,  adopted  by  him,  on  the  accidental 
circttmstance,  of  the  devisee  for  life  not  having  any  son 
bom  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  must  be  understood,  as  merely 
referring  to  the  choice  which  was  to  be  made,  of  some 
person,  as  first  gtiOM-tenant  in  tail ;  it  being  evident,  that, 
had  there  been  a  son  in  eue^  compliance  with  the  testator's 
intention  would  have  required,  that  he  should  be  made 
teuant  for  life  only,  with  an  ulterior  gift  to  his  issue,  by  pur- 
chase, although  the  expresnom  in  the  will  abundantly 
warranted  the  construction  of  his  taking  a  jiMMt-estate-tail. 
It  was  not  a  case,  in  which  the  words  of  the  gift  rendered 
it  necessary,  that  the  son  of  the  first  taker  should  be  confined 
to  a  life-interest,  and  in  which,  therefore,  any  enlaigement 
of  that  interest,  must  have  been  grounded,  solely,  on  the 
construction,  qy^pres.  (A) 

But,  it  should  seem,  that  the  rule,  restricting  the  applica*  Bat  rale  ap- 
lion  of  the  doctrine  of  {y-pr^,  to  devises  of  real  estate,  does  Jf  TOnjoiiu** 
not  prevent  its  operating  upon  limitations  of  personalty,  JjiS^*  d*"  ^^ 
when,  in  a  will  containing  limitations  of  realty,  to  which  the  penonal 
role  of  construction  in  question  is  applied,  there  is,  also,  a 
bequest  of  personal  estate,  upon  the  same  trusts  as  are 
declared  of  the  real  estate,  either  conjoined  with  the  former^ 
or  referential  to  it  («)  In  such  a  case,  the  limitations  of  the 
personal  property  are  not  operated  upon  directly  by  the 
qy^prh  doctrine;  just  as,  in  the  analogous  instance  of  a 
bequest  of  chattels,  in  a  manner,  which,  as  regards  realty, 
would  create  an  estate-tail,  under  the  Rule  in  Shelley's  case, 

(A)  See  Prior  on  "  luoe/'  83.  (»}  KU  66,  174. 
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and  which,  by  the  referential  constnlction  of  similar  gifb  of 
personalty,  vests  the  absolute  interest  in  the  peraon*  who 
would  be  tenant  in-tail,  in  the  former  case.  The  chatteb 
are  to  be  held  npon  the  same  trusts  as  those  i»eviously 
limited  of  the  realty :  those  trusts  are  sutgect  to  a  peculiar 
construction  by  the  law  (which,  it  is  true,  gives  them  aa 
operation,  in  some  degree,  diverse  from  that  intended):  and 
the  limitations  of  the  personal  estate  must,  therefore,  take 
effect,  in  the  same  manner,  as  if  the  gifb  of  the  realty  had 
actually  corresponded  with  their  virtual  operation,  under 
&e  construction  put  upon  them  by  the  law.  It  follows^  con- 
sequently, that,  whenever,  under  the  doctrine  of  qy-preM^  an 
estate-tail  in  realty  would  vest  in  an  unborn  chiici,  the 
absolute  interest  in  personal  property  bequeathed  upon  the 
like  trusts,  abo  vests  in  that  child* 
Case  of  Mogg  Some  such  principle  as  this,  it  is  conceived,  influenced 
Merei,  as  to  the  decision,  upon  the  construction  of  a  bequest  of  leasdold 
IS  point.  property,  in  the  above-noticed  case  of  Mogg  v.  Mogg^  (j  ) 
where  the  Court,  having  (as  it  seems)  applied  the  construc- 
tion oiqif-prhy  to  various  limitations  of  realty,  extended  it  to  a 
bequest  of  personalty,  upon  trusts  dedared  in  exaetig  MwmUar 
wordii  although  not,  it  is  true,  by  reference^  merely,  to  the 
previous  gifts.  It  was  argued,  in  support  of  the  absolute  in- 
terest of  the  personalty  vesting  in  the  parties  made  tenants  in 
tail  under  the  doctrine  of  ^-pra,  that  such  a  constmcticm  was 
necessary,  in  order  to  effect  the  general  plan  and  intention 
of  the  will :  and  that,  although  the  doctrine  in  questioQ  did 
not  strictly  hold,  the  words  used  in  the  limitations  of  the 
real  and  personal  estate  were  the  same^  and,  therefore,  the 
maxim,  nosciiur  a  Mciis,  applied.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
was  said,  that  the  object  of  the  testator  was,  that  the  itme  of 
the  children  should  take  the  absolute  interest  of  the  person- 
alty, it  being  given  to  them,  their  executors  and  adminis- 
trators: and  that  it  was  impossible,  to  enlarge  the  gifl  to  the 

0)  1   Mer.  654.    In  addition  to      274  ;  and  Prior  on  ••  Umet**  G& 
which,  see  Afortimcr  v.  ffttt,  2  Sim. 
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children,  on  aooount  of  the  Umitaticm  to  their  kBne^  because^ 
giving  the  abaohite  interest  to  the  parent,  in  a  chattel,  was 
not  doing  anything  for  the  isBiie.  It  cannot  be  collected,  on 
what  precise  ground,  the  conatraction,  that  the  parties,  made 
tenants  in  tail  of  the  realty,  took  the  absoliite  interest  of  the 
personalty,  was  intended  to  rest  We  have  seen,  (k)  that^ 
even  in  regard  to  the  limitations  of  the  real  estate,  the  de* 
ci»on  adopted,  is  not,  necessarily  and  ezdusiyely,  refeirible 
to  the  doctrine  ofqy-pris  :  and,  in  re^)ectof  the  personalty^ 
it  may,  perhaps,  not  improperly,  be  considered,  as  the 
compound  result  of  the  influence  of  the  ^-prA  doctrine,  a 
r^ard  for  the  testator's  general  intention,  with  an  anxiety  to 
support  his  dispoentions,  as  &r  as  possible,  and  the  rule,  noi* 
eUnr  a  mocHs.  It  is  obvious^  therefore,  that  a  decision^ 
afleeted  by  such  considerations,  can  operate  no  very  impor- 
tant infringement  of  the  rule,  that  the  construction,  qy-ftes, 
is  not  applicable  to  limitations  of  personalty,  even  though  it 
be  not  wholly  resolvable  into  the  principle  of  the  referential 
construction,  before  aUuded  to,  and  which  does  not  seem 
open  to  any  just  exception. 

But  there  is  another  reflection,  affecting  the  decision  in  if  «y^« 
Mogg  V.  Moffg,  and,  at  the  same  time^  of  general  impor-  ^UoMeT 
tance,  in  regard  to  the  limitations  of  persoiudty  under  con-  8^  be^«ted 
siderBUon.    It  is,  that,  where  the  gifts  to  the  parent  and  a«  oblhemted, 

J*  n        J  1^  1  »•    -^   *•  ^  •»  ^  md  fat  taker 

issue  are  followed  by  a  general  ttmUatum^averj  onfauure  of  y^^^  alMolot* 
t«fve,  either  of  the  parent,  or  the  first  generation  of  issue,  as  ^J^^^J^ 
the  limitation  to  the  remote  class  of  issue,  as  purchasers,  is,  over. 
ex  hgpoiheti,  bad,  it  must  be  considered,  as  struck  out  of 
the  limitations,  leaving  only  a  gift  to  the  ancestor,  or  first 
class  of  issue,  for  life,  with  a  limitation-over,  on  feilure  of 
issue  of  either ;  which,  under  the  general  rule  of  law,  formeriy 
considered,  will  operate  to  vest  the  absolute  interest,  in  the 
person  or  class,  on  fiiilure  of  whose  issue,  the  ultimate  gift 
is  to  take  efiect  (J)  This  reflection,  though  not  proper  to 


(k)  ruk  wpra,  pp.  431,  432.  (0  8m  Prior  on  "  iMoe,**  17S. 
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Constructioti  of 
fy-pr^s  not 
applied  to 
limitations  in 
deeds. 


the  constmctioQ  of  gy-jMrA,  will  be  found  to  be  ultimately 
connected  with  the  question,  of  its  applicability  to  limitations 
of  personalty,  on  account  of  the  fiequency  of  limitations- 
over,  on  a  general  fiulure  of  issue,  following  gifts  to  persons 
and  classes,  and  their  issue. 

4.  A  further  restriction  of  the  doctrine  of  ^y-pHs,  ie^  that 
it  is  not  applicable  to  limitations^  either  of  real  or  pereonal 
estate,  in  deed*.    It  is,  in  fact,  an  ofishoot  of  that  general 
system  of  indulgence  and  laxity  of  construction,  as  respects 
wills,  which  has  long  obtained  in  our  Courts,  both  d  law 
and  equiQr,  but  which  has  not  been  suffered  to  have  place, 
in  regard  to  the  interpretation  oi^  and  giving  effiact  to^  in- 
struments hUer  vivos.  And,  accofdingly,  where  (m)  a  power 
of  app<Mntment,  among  the  children  of  a  marriage,  was 
executed,  by  an  appointment,  by  deed,  to  a  daii^ter,  for 
life,  remainder,  to  the  eldest  son,  for  life,  remainder,  to 
trustees,  to  preserve  ccmtii^nt  remainders,  remainder,  to 
the  first  and  other  sons,  in  tail,  &c.,  remainder,  to  the 
daughter,  in  fee ;  it  was  held,  by  the  Court  of  B.  IL,  on  a 
case  from  Chanceiy,  that  all  the  limitations,  subsequent  to 
that  to  the  eldest  son  for  life,  were  void,  as  being  an  ezceas 
beyond  the  power;  and  that  such  an  appointment,  being  by 
deed,  could  not  be  construed,  gy-prSs,  so  as  to  give  the  son 
an  estate-tail,  as  might  have  been  the  case,  if  the  appointment 
had  been  by  wilL    And  Lord  Eldofh  ftlso,  in  the  same  case, 
when  before  him,  (n)  observed,  that  the  doctrine  had  not 
been  applied  to  limitations  in  deeds,  (o) 


(m)  Brudendl  ▼.  Elwea,  1  East, 
443.  And  see  Adanu  v.  Adanut  Cowp. 
651. 

(»)  7  Ve*.  jr.  390. 

(o)  Mr.  Pregton,  (2  Essay  on  Abst. 
166,  167,)  seems  to  incline  to  the 
opinion,  that  the  doctrine  of  rr-f^' 
b  admissible  in  the  construction  of 
limitations  fry  tvay  of  trutt,  in  deeds, 
although  not,  of  similar  limitatioDS  of 


legal  estates ;  but  no  authority  is  •i- 
duoed  for  this  position :  and,  as  the 
oprnton  is  hesitatiQ^^y  €spnamd,9ud 
the  writer  has  not  found  it  ooofirmed 
by  that  of  any  other  andior,  or  by  any 
decided  case,  it  is  not  deaned  acees- 
sary,  to  do  more,  than,  thus  hicidcot. 
ally,  allude  to  the  a|iparent  imprcs- 
sion  of  the  eminent  real  property 
lawyer  in  question. 
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5.  It  is  to  be  further  obsenredy  that  the  rule  otqtMprh  can*  P«n<»  ^ 

.  .       class  to  be 

not  be  applied,  onless  the  peiBon,  or  class,  who,  in  case  of  its  made  tenant 
aj^dieation,  would  take  an  estate-tail,  be  entitled  to  9^  freehold  ^\  ^^  ^^^ 
estate  or  estates  for  life,  (p)  An  estate  £nr  years  determinable  ^^^^^^^^^^^ 
with  the  life  or  lives  will  not  suffice,  as  a  foundation  for  an 
estate-tail :  for  though  die  Courts,  in  the  case  of  an  express 
gift  for  life,  so  fiur  disregard  the  particular  intention  of  the 
testator,  as  to  convert  it  into  a  limitation  of  an  estate-tail,  yet 
there  is  no  repugnancy  between  the  nature  of  the  estate,  on 
which  the  enlaigement  is  founded,  and  that,  into  which  it  is 
enlaiged.   When  an  estate  for  years,  however,  is  given,  there 
is  no  interest,  susceptible  of  enlaigement  into  a  descendible 
estate, — nothing,  on  which  the  construction  of  an  estate-tail 
can  proceed.    In  such  a  case,  therefore,  the  limitations,  sub- 
sequent to  the  term,  are  irremediably  void,  and  the  pre- 
sumed general  intention  cannot  be  effectuated. 

6.  A  question  seems  to  exist,  as  to  the  estate  which  is  to  With  wbat 
be  enlaiged  under  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  qtf'priM  :  the  estate-iad 
whether  those  members  of  the  class  of  issue  designated,  who  ^  ^  ^"^ 
come  in  esse  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  may  be  restricted  to 
life-estates,  vrith  remainders  in  tail,  to  their  children,  while 
the  other  unborn  members  of  the  same  generation  of  issue 
take  immediate  estates-tail ;  or,  whether  die  interest  of  the 

« 

first  taterSf  although  bom  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  is  that, 
which  b  to  be  enlai^ged  into  an  estate-tail.  In  other  words, 
the  question  is,  whether,  the  wishes  of  the  testator,  are  to  be 
complied  with,  as  &r  as  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities  will 
permit ;  or,  whether,  when  a  necessity  for  the  application  of 
the  ^y^pris  doctrine  exists,  it  is  to  be  applied,  to  the  interests 
of  otf  persons  possibly  falling  within  its  range,  irrespectively 
of  the  dicumstance,  of  some  of  those  persons  being  bom,  so 
as  to  admit  of  express  gifts  being  limited  to  their  issue, 
by  purchase. 


(p)  See  SmermOe  ▼.  Leikbridge,      B.  &  AkL  801 ;  5  Taunt  993. 
6  T.  R.  213 ;  Bmard  v.  WttteaU^  5 
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If  regard  be  had  to  principle  and  analc^,  it  does  not 
8cem  difficult,  to  arrive  at  a  conclusion  upon  this  question. 
It  has  been  before  seen,  that  every  limitation  by  will  must 
be  such,  as,  dcoarding  to  the  state  of  events  €U  Us  date,  can 
be  substantiated  under  the  Rule  agwist  Perpetuities ;  and 
that  the  whole  limitation  fails,  if  remoteness  attach  to  any  of 
the  objects  of  it  In  the  supposed  case,  therefore,  it  is  dear, 
that,  independently  of  the  construction  of^y-pr^,  the  entire 
gift,  subsequent  to  that,  which  is  made  to  the  first  class  of  w^ 
born  issue,  or  which  may  possibly  embrace  such  after-born 
issue,  is  void :  none  of  the  objects  of  it  can  claim,  although 
they  may  be  bom,  or  become  capable  of  taking,  within 
the  testator's  lifetime.  Now,  the  rule  of  gy-prSs  effects  no 
change  in  the  ordinary  rules  upon  the  question  of  re- 
moteness. It  consolidates  the  remote  gifts,  and  the  jnior 
valid  one,  into  a  limitation  of  an  estate,  whose  course  of 
devolution  answers  to  the  general  intention  of  the  testator, 
as  to  the  parties  to  succeed,  and  the  mode  of  sncoesrion. 
And  the  rule  does  it  upon  this  principle :  that  those  per- 
sons, who,  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  remoteness,  cannot  be 
made  tenants  for  Ufo,  with  remainders,  to  their  issue,  are  to 
be  the  persons,  whose  estate  is  to  be  enlarged  In  the  case 
of  a  pft,  by  will,  to  A.,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  his  child- 
ren, for  life,  with  remainder,  to  their  children,  in  tail,  we 
have  seen,  that  the  ulterior  limitation  is  void;  and  ikat, 
although  A.  may  die  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  and,  so,  the 
remoter  issue  be  made  capable  of  taking  by  express  gifk,  if 
the  testator  avail  himself  of  the  change  of  events.  Obvioody, 
therefore,  the  rule  of  gy^pris  must  be  applied  to  the  limita- 
tions, as  they  originaUy  stand;  that  construction  being  the 
mode,  whereby  to  remedy  the  invatidity  of  the  limitationi^ 
which  arises  fix>m  the  rule  of  law,  requiring  them  to  be 
valid  within  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  in  their  origisiai 
formation,  and  according  to  the  state  of  events  at  the  date  of 
the  will* 
C«ge  oi       This  view  is,  apparently,  supported  by  several  authorities 
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which  it  will  be  fmper  to  notice.  In  WoUen  v.  Andrewes^  (r)  woUen  ▼. 
there  was  a  devise,  to  a  trustee,  in  trust,  to  permit  the  testa-  ^"'^'^^* 
toi%  six  children  to  receive  the  rents  of  the  |Nroper^,  for 
dieir  lives,  and  after  their  respective  deceases,  to  permit  the 
children  of  the  son  or  daughter  djfingj  to  receive  the  renU 
of  his  or  her  axth  share,  in  equal  shares  and  proportions ; 
ofni  JO,  in  like  manner,  from  ckUdten  to  children:  in  case 
either  of  the  testator's  children  should  die  without  leaving 
issue,  the  rents  belonging  to  the  child  so  dying,  to  go  to  the 
sarvivor  or  survivors.    It  does  not  appear,  whether  any  of 
the  children  had  issue,  at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death. 
It  was  held  by  the  Court  of  C.  B.,  that  the  testator's  chil- 
dren took  estates^aik    In  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  Beet,  C.  J.,  remarked,  as  follows:  (s) — ^^'Qn  the 
&ce  of  the  will,  the  testator  has  given  only  an  estate  for  life, 
to  the  grandchildren,  but  we  are  of  opinion,  that,  by  the 
operation  of  subsequent  words,  the  six  children  took  estates- 
tail  in  the  premises^  because  the  testator  goes  on  to  attempt 
that  which  is  impo68ible,-^to  give  an  estate  for  life  to  un- 
born grandchildren ;  he  is  not  allowed  by  law,  so  to  advance 
towards  the  creation  of  a  perpetui^ :  but  we  must  do  that 
which  will   approach  the  nearest  to  his  intentions^  and, 
therefore,  the  second  limitation  must  be  construed  as  an 
enlargement  of  the  first  estate  for  life  J*  Here,  it  is  manifest, 
that  though  it  would  have  been  perfectly  allowable,  as  fer  as 
regards  any  question  of  remoteness,  to  have  vested  estates- 
toil  in  the  children  of  the  testator^  children,  leaving  the 
estates  of  the  children,  as  limited  by  the  will;  the  enlarge- 
ment  of  the  interests  of  the  first  takers  must  be  refenred 
to  a  general  rule,  such  as  that  here  maintained ;  which  was 
applied' incorrectly,  in  consequence  of  a  misconception  as  to 
the  legdity  of  gilb  of  life-interests  to  unborn  persons. 

In  Mortimer  v.  West,  {t)  there  was  a  devise,  to  A.,  B.,  C, 
and  D.y  natural  children  of  the  testator,  by  M.  D.,  share  and  ^f"®.®' 

Mortimer  t, 

(r)  2  Biog.  126.  (0  2  Sim.  274.  ^^ 

(•)  9  ffing.  \dO. 
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share  alike,  for  their  lives,  and  after  the  decease  of  every  of 
the  said  children,  leaving  issue,  the  share  of  such  child  so 
dying,  to  go  and  be  divided  equally  between  his  or  her 
children,  whether  sons  or  daughters,  for  Ufe,  share  and 
share  alike,  if  more  than  one,  and  if  but  one,  then,  the 
whole  share  to  such  only  child,  for  life,  and  so,  1x>  be  con- 
tinued and  distributed  in  a  descending  line,  per  HirpeSf 
from  issue  to  issue,  ybr  life,  so  long  as  any  issue  should  be 
living,  descending  from  the  said  M.  D. ;  the  children  of  the 
parent  dying  to  take  such  parent's  share  equally  between 
them,  in  all  cases  of  decease:  in  case  any  of  the  said  chil- 
dren of  M.  D.,  or  their  respective  issue,  should  die,  leaving 
no  issue,  then,  the  share  of  him  or  her  so  dying,  to  go  to  the 
surviving  brothers  and  sisters,  for  their  lives,  and  propor- 
tionably  amongst  the  issue  of  any,  who  should  be  dead ;  and 
for  de&ult  of  such  brother  or  sister,  or  their  isso^  then,  as 
in  the  will  mentioned :  and  in  defiiult  of  any  issue,  desoeod- 
ing  and  proceeding  from  the  children  of  M.  D.,  over.  It 
would  seem,  that  none  of  the  children  of  M.  D.,  had  issue 
at  the  time  of  the  testator's  death.  It  was  held  by  Sir 
X.  ShadweU,  V.  C,  that  A.,  B.,  C,  and  D.,  took  estates-tail ; 
although  it  had  been  argued,  on  behalf  of  the  children  of 
one  of  those  persons,  that,  by  force  of  the  decbion  in  Acm- 
b&riton  v.  Humberstofh  the  first  legatees  must  be  confined 
to  the  life-interests,  intended  them  by  the  will,  and  that 
their  children  should  take  estates-tail:  but  his  honor 
observed,  that  the  decision  in  the  case  cited  was  not  ap- 
plicable, the  trusts,  there,  being  executory,  and  beii^ 
therefore,  carried  out,  to  the  utmost  extent  allowed  by  law. 
Case  of       Agdn,  in  the  case  of  Brooke  v.  Turner,  (u)  a  testator 

(«)  2  Bing.  N.  O.  422.    It  hu  samptionofintentioii  cnbeoQineelcd 

been  tboaght,  (aee  Prior  on  *'  lasae,*  from  the  linttitkni-overv  whAdt  »  mot 

156, 157,)  that  this  and  the  preceding  afforded,  in  a  foperior  degree,  by  the 

cases  proceeded  chiefly  on  the  evi-  previous  express  gifts.     In  all  cases, 

denoe  of  intention,  aflbrded  by  the  where  die  principle  of  fy-jir^c  applies, 

gift-over,  in  each,  t«  dtfauU  of  wue  the  testator  is  supposed  to  intend,  and 

of  the  person  made  tenant  in  tail.  shows  that  he  intends,  a  saooessioa» 

But  it  is  not  easy  to  see,  what  pre-  in  u^uUmm,  by  the  inne  of «  partica- 
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devised  lands,  to  trustees,  in  fee,  in  trust  for  his  wife,  for  life,  Snoie  r, 
and  after  her  decease,  to  the  use  of  his  children,  F.,  T.,  and 
TUffar  their  IhfeMy  in  equal  shares,  and  to  the  u$ue  of  their 
rupeciive  bodieSf  fiir  their  respective  life  amly^  in  equal 
shares^  for  ever ;  and  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  or  either  of 
his  said  children  without  issue,  then,  upon  trust  for  the 
survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  in  equal  shares,  for  life  only ; 
and  in  case  there  should  be  only  one  child  then  living,  then, 
npon  trust  for  such  only  child,  for  life  only,  and  for  the  issue 
of  such  only  child,  for  life,  in  equal  shares ;  and  if  but  one 
issue  of  such  child,  then,  to  such  only  child's  issue,  for  life 
only,  and  the  heir  of  his  or  her  body,  for  ever;  but,  in  case 
there  shoiild  not  be  any  issue  of  such  child,  or  the  child  of 
such  child,  remainder,  over:  either  of  the  testator^s  chil- 
dren who  should  marry,  to  have  power,  to  make  a  settlement 
of  his  share ;  such  settlement,  to  be  for  the  lives  of  the 
parties,  and  the  lives  of  their  issue,  with  remidndeiH>ver,  in 
tail :  and  the  testator  desired,  that  his  children  should  keep 
the  property  in  his  femily,  so  long  as  there  should  be  found 
one  of  them  living.    By  a  codicil,  the  testator,  noticing  the 
dispositions  in  his  will,  devised  the  property,  afler  the 
decease  of  his  wife,  to  the  trustees,  in  fee,  for  the  use  of  his 
thxee  children,  as  tenants  in  common,  for  the  term  of 
ninety-nine  years,  if  they,  or  either  of  them,  should  so  long 
live,  and,  gubject  thereto,  to  the  trustees,  to  preserve  the 
contingent  estates;  and  the  uses  (subject  to  those  declared 
by  the  codicil)  expressed  in  the  will,  as  fiur  as  the  rules  of 
law  would  permit,  were  to  be  carried  into  execution.     On  a 
case  out  of  Chancery,  upon  the  construction  of  thb  will  and 
codicil,  it  was  argued,  on  the  one  side,  that,  as  the  testator's 
desire  was,  to  create  a  perpetuity,  among  his  children  and 
their  issue,  a  construction  must  be  put  upon  the  will,  which 
would  nearest  approach  the  testator's  intention;  and  that,  in 
order  to  secure  the  issue  of  each  of  the  testator*8  children,  a 

lar  penon  or  class :  and  what  strength      the  terms  of  the  limitation-over,  which 
does  that  dreamstance  derivoi  from      itself  can  only  raise  an  inference? 
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share,  those  children  must  take  estates-tail,  (o)  in  remainder 
expectant  on  the  estates  for  ninety-nine  years  created  by 
the  codicil,  and  the  estate  to  sopport  contingent  remainders; 
and  that  the  paramount  intention  of  the  testator  most  pre* 
vail  over  incompatible  subordinate  mtention :  and,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  was  contended,  that  the  chikhnen  took  estates 
for  ninety-nine  yeare  determinable  with  their  lives,  the  fiee- 
hold  being  vested  in  the  trustees  during  the  term,  with 
remaindeiB  in  tally  to  the  iuue  of  ihe  three  chilitetL    The 
certificate  of  the  Court  of  C«  B,  was  to  the  effect,  that  the 
testator's  three  children  took  estates  for  the  term  of  ninety- 
nine  years,  if  they  dionld  respectively  so  long  live,  with 
remainder,  to  the  trustees,  for  the  respective  lives  of  the 
three  children,  in  trust  to  preserve  contingent  remainders, 
with  remainder,  to  those  children,  as  tenants  in  common  in 
tail-general,  with  cross-remainders  between  them  in  tail- 
generaL 
Case  of  Tnuh       Another  authority,  of  the  same  character,  is  the  recent 
case  of  Trash  v.  fFood,  (w)  where  a  testator  devised  copy- 
hold pn^rty,  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  aubject  to  certain 
yearly  charges,  to  pay  the  residue  of  the  rents  and  prc^ts, 
as  follows: — ^^'To  my  grandson,  J.  T.,  for  his  life,  and 
after  his  decease,   to  pay  the  residue  as  aforesaid,  unto 
his  children,  and  so  on,  for  ever ;  and  for  w«at  of  children 
lawfully  begotten,  to  my  three  daughters,'  for  the  term  of 
their  natural  lives^  equally  between  them,  and  from  and 
after  their  decease,  to  pay  the  residue,  imto  all  my  grand- 
children, equally  between  them,  and  so  on,  to  their  chit^ 
dren,  for  ever."    It  does  not  appear,  whether  there  waa  any 
gift-over  on  de&ult  of  issue  of  all  the  testator's  children* 
On  a  bill,  filed  by  the  youngest  son  of  J.  T.,  claindiig  to  be 
customary  heir  of  the  latter,  for  a  dechmtion  of  his  title  to  the 
property  devised,  it  was  contended,  that  J.  T.  todc  an  estate- 

(o)  This,  clearly,  was  not  n«oet-      issue  might  legally  take  by  purchase. 
sary :  the  children   were   (from  the  (w)  4  MyL  &  Cr.  324. 

nature  of  the  case,)  in  esse,  and  their 
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tail ;  that  beings  as  was  said,  the  only  constructiony  by  which, 
effect  could  be  given  to  the  manifest  intent  of  the  testatrix. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  was  uiged,  that  J.  T.  took  no  UKMre  than 
a  life*estate  in  the  devised  copyhold,  and  that,  upon  his  death, 
all  his  children,  who  were  then  livii^  became  entitled  to  a 
life^interest  Lord  Chancellor  Cottenham,  after  observinj^ 
that  the  words,  ''for  want  of  children,"  in  the  ulterior  gift, 
mnst  mean,  for  want  of  issue,  said,  the  testatrix's  object  was^ 
that  chi]dren*s  children  for  ever  should  enjoy  the  pnqperty 
in  perpetual  succession ;  and  she  made  no  giftrover,  whilst 
any  such  were  left :  and  that  there  was  no  way  of  effecting 
that  purpose,  but  by  ^ving  an  estate-tail  to  J.  T. 

In  <qppoBition  to  the  doctrine  apparently  established  by  Case  of  Good- 
these  authorities,  has  been  luged,  the  decision  in  OoodtMe  woodkwST  ^* 
d  Crou  V.  WoodkfMiix)  where  there  was  a  devise,  to  the 
testator^s  eldest  son,  J.  C,  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  tbe 
property  to  descend  to  his  male  children,  (if  he  had  any,) 
for  their  natural  lives  only,  and  to  the  male  children  de- 
scending firom  them,  and  upon  their  decease  or  foilure, 
then,  the  property  to  fidl  to  I*  C,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
body,  for  the  same  term  of  life,  and  upon  the  same  terms  as 
the  testator  intended  for  his  son,  J.,  and  his  male  children, 
and  in  case  of  his  (L.'s)  and  his  male  children,  their  foilure, 
then,  the  pnqperty  to  descend  to  T.  C^  and  his  male  chil- 
dren, for  the  same  tenn  of  his  and  their  life,  and  upon  the 
same  terms.  Then  followed  a  gift;,  to  the  daughters  of 
J.  d,  L.  C,  and  T.  C,  and  an  ultimate  gift-over,  on  foilure 
of  the  testator's  children,  and  their  issue.  J.  C.  and  I*  C. 
died,  without  ever  having  had  issue,  but  they  both  had  suf- 
fered recoveries.  T.  C.  died,  leaving  issue,  two  sons,  by 
whom  ejectment  was  brought  It  was  decided^  that  J.  C. 
and  L.  C,  respectively,  took  for  life  only ;  and  judgment 
was,  accordingly,  ^ven,  for  the  parties  claiming  under  the 
ulterior  gift.  Upon  this  decision,  it  has  been  observed,  (y ) 
that, — ^''In  this  case,  it  was  clear,  that  all  the  male  descend- 

(x)  WiUcs,  S92.  (y)  Prior  oo  "  Ittoe,"  62. 
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ants  of  J.  C.  were  to  take  for  life  suoceadvely,  befine  L.  C.| 
and  those  of  L.  C,  before  T.  C. ;  yet  the  decision  was,  that 
J.  C.  and  L.  C*  took  for  life  only.    The  ground  of  the  de- 
cision, it  is  apprehended,  was,  that  the  devolution  of  the 
property,  to  all  the  descendants  of  J.  C.  and  L.  C,  might  be 
secured,  by  giving  the  sons  of  J.  C.  and  L.  C,,  estatea-tail, 
instead  of  their  parents;  and  that,  therefore,  the  testat^Nr^s 
intention,  of  giving  successive  life-estates,  diould  also  be 
effectuated,  as  &r  as  was  consistent  with  the  Rule  of  Law 
against  Perpetuities." 
Observations        Now,  it  is  admitted,  that,  if  the  testator  evinced  an  inten- 
dlcvow^'*  *   ^^^  ^^  **  pvi'^  successive  life-estates,"  to  all  the  issue  of  his 
WoodhuU.         three  children,  and,  thereby,  brought  his  dispositions  within 
the  principle  of  the  qy-pres  doctrine,  the  decision,  that  those 
children  took  only  life-estates,  is  inconsistent  with    the 
rule  deduced  from  the  authorities  before  cited.  But,  it  i&  exm* 
Ceived,  that  the  case  in  question  has  no  real  connexion  with 
the  rale  of  ^^pres ;  and  that  the  decision,  at  which  the  Court 
arrived,  was  the  only  one  consistent  with  established  rules  of 
construction.     The  case  seems  to  have  been,  simply,  one  of 
a  devise  for  life,  with  remainder,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to 
the  male  issue  of  the  last  devisee  for  life ;  which  two  latter 
limitations  coalesced  under  the  Rule  in  SheUeyt  case.    Hie 
gifts,  to  the  male  issue  of  the  children,  were  expressed  in 
terms,  proper   for  creating   estates-tail-male:    there  was 
nothing  in  the  will,  to  confine  the  interests  of  the  successive 
descendants,  to  their  lives :  and  there  was,  consequently,  no 
ground  for  the  application  of  the  construction  of  qy-pris. 
An  attention  to  the  obervations  of  Lord  C.  J.  WiUety  on 
delivering  judgment,  will  immediately  shew  this.     **  We  are 
of  opinion,"  observed  that  eminent  judge,  {z)  "  that  J.  C. 
took  only  an  estate  for  life ;  for  which,  I  shall  cite  (Hily 
three  or  four  cases.    Archer*i  casef  1  Ca  66 ;  a  devise 
to  R.  A.,  for  life,  and  to  his  next  heir  male,  and  the  heiis 

C*)  WiUes,  694. 
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male  of  die  body  of  such  heir  male ;  and  it  washolden,  to  be 
only  an  estate  for  life.  The  case  of  Clerk  v.  Dag,  Cro.  Eliz. 
313,  was  ezacdy  the  same.  Then  in  fVihPs  case,  6  Co.  17» 
where  it  was  held,  that  if  there  be  a  devise  to  A.,  and  his 
children,  and  there  be  no  children,  it  is  an  estate-tul,  of  ne« 
oeasity,  because  it  is  adevise  to  the  children  by  words  depree-- 
eefUi:  but  a  devise  to  A.,  and  after  his  decease,  to  his  children; 
it  is  (mly  an  estate  for  life.  Again,  in  Lodingion  v.  Kime, 
Salk.  224,  there  was  a  devise  to  A.,  for  life,  without  im- 
peachment of  waste,  and  in  case  he  have  any  issue  male,  then, 
to  such  issue  male,  and  his  heirs  for  ever;  and  it  was  held, 
that  issue  must  be  taken  as  nomen  singulars,  because  of  the 
devise  to  the  heirs  of  such  issue.  So,  in  RoL  Abr.  837,  pi. 
13,  a  devise  to  his  eldest  son,  for  life,  and  after  his  decease, 
to  the  sons  of  his  body ;  it  was  holden,  to  be  only  an  estate 
for  life,  by  reason  of  the  words,  non  aliter.  And,  lastly,  in 
the  case  of  Qinger  v.  White,  Willes,  348,  there  was  a  devise 
to  A.,  for  life,  then,  to  the  children  of  A.,  successively,  and 
their  heirs,  and  if  A.  die  without  issue,  then,  to  B.  in  fee ; 
held,  that  A.  took  only  an  estate  for  life.  With  r^ard  to 
the  objection,  as  to  the  absurdities  that  will  follow ;  it  is  not 
to  be  supposed,  that  the  devisor  knew  them :  but  it  is  plain, 
that  he  had  it  in  his  contemplation,  whether  they  should 
harve  estates  for  life,  or  in  tail" 

These  observations  (all  that  were  delivered  on  the  point 
of  construction,)  conclusively  demonstrate,  that  the  decision 
was  for  removed  from  any  connexion  with  the  qg-'pres  doc- 
trine, and  that  it  rested  upon  the  plain  and  intelligible 
ground^  afibrded  by  the  superaddition  of  words  of  inheritable 
succession,  to  the  gift  to  the  children  of  the  testator^s  chil- 
dren ;  which,  as  between  the  first  and  second  generations  of 
issue,  necessitated  the  construction  of  the  latter  taking  by 
purchase. 

.  But,  even  if  there  were  no  observable  difference,  or  intel- 
ligible ground  of  distinction,  between  the  cases  which  have 
been  noticed,  little  jj^nctical  objection  could  exist,  to  the 

0  a 
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Case  of 
Hitmbentan  ▼• 
HunUtertton, 


Obwrvations 
upon  HumbeT' 
gton  ▼. 
JIumbertioHu 


alternative,  of  oonadering  the  deciaon  in  Croodiitle  ▼• 
WoodhuU  as  overruled  by  the  later  adjudications,  as  it 
occurred  at  a  comparatively  distant  period,  when  the  laws 
against  remoteness  were  unsettled,  and  their  prindplea  Q£ 
any)  imperfectly  understood,  and  when  the  many  distinc- 
tions and  refinements,  now  well  established  in  refierenoe  to 
those  laws,  were  seldom  even  presented  to  judicial  con- 
sideration, or  subjected  to  forensic  inquiry  and  discussion. 

It  next  occurs,  to  notice  the  case  of  Humbentan  v.  Hum^ 
berstofh  (a)  in  connexion  with  the  question  here  considered. 
In  that  case,  it  will  be  remembered,  M.  H.  devised  lands, 
to  a  corporation,  in  trust  to  convey  them,  to  lus  godson, 
M.  BL,  for  life,  and  upon  his  death,  to  his  first  son,  for  life, 
and  so^  to  the  first  son  of  that  first  son,  finr  life,  &c.,  and  if 
no  issue  male  of  the  first  son,  then,  to  the  second  son  of  M. 
H.,  the  devisee,  for  life,  and  his  issue,  in  like  manner,  with 
remainders-over,  to  various  other  members  of  the  H.  fiimily» 
and  their  sons,  &c,  for  life,  without  any  dispontidn  of  the 
fee.  On  a  bill  filed  by  the  first  devisee,  for  execution  of 
the  trusts  of  the  will,  Lord  Chancellor  Cawper  said,  that,  so 
far  as  the  testator's  intention  was  consistent  with  the  rules 
of  law,  it  ought  to  be  complied  with;  and  he,  accordingly^ 
directed,  that  all  the  sons  of  the  £L's,  that  were  already 
bom,  should  take  estates  for  their  lives ;  but  that,  where  the 
limitation  was  to  the  first  son  unborn,  there,  the  estate 
to  such  unborn  son  should  be  in  tail-male.  It  does  not 
clearly  appear,  firom  either  the  observations  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  or  the  statement  of  the  decree,  in  the  reporty 
what  period  was  referred  to,  in  die  expresmon,  tons  akeadg 
horn ;  but,  it  must  be  assumed^  that  the  Court  intended,  aons^ 
horn  at  the  time  of  the  ie$taiof^i  deaths  to  take  estates  tar  life^ 
and  not,  all  sndi  as  might  be  living  at  the  date  of  the  settle- 
ment 

This  decision,  obviously,  jwoceeded  upon  the  principley 
that  the  limitations,  being  executory,  might  be  carried  out 

(a)  1  P.Wins.3d2;  3Veni.7S7;  IV.  C1mu453»  1  Eq.  Ci.iK^,pLS. 
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in  aocordanoe  with  the  testator's  intention,  as  far  as  was 
allowable  by  the  rules  of  law;  and  the  case  has  always 
fimned  an  authority  for  that  mode  of  proceeding,  in  regard 
to  executory  trusts.  It  is  idle  to  affirm,  that  the  bet  of  the 
trust  being  executory  cannot  affect  the  question,  when  the 
giving  effect  to  limitaticms,  which,  if  executed,  would  be 
void  for  remoteness,  on  account  of  their  incomplete  and  in- 
determinate character,  is  a  matter  of  constant  observation. 
It  is  difficult,  therefore,  to  discoyer  the  weight  of  an  argu- 
ment, which  has  been  uiged  against  the  distinction  between  . 
trusts  executed  and  executory,  of  the  following  character. 
**  In  cases  of  executory  trusts,"  observes  Mr.  Priory  (fi)  ^^  the 
Courts  consider,  that  the  testator  is,  as  it  were,  giving  in- 
structions for  a  conveyance,  and  uses  a  shorter  and  more 
popular  way  of  expressing  himself,  than  he  would  have 
done,  if  he  had  been  actually  declaring  executed  trusts ; 
and,  therefore,  they  hold,  that  general  expressions  are  used 
by  him  in  a  particular  sense ;  as,  for  instance,  ^  heirs  of  the 
body,'  is  construed,  as  if  it  were,  first  and  other  sons.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Vice-chancellor,  however,"  (alluding  to  the 
distinction  taken  by  Sir  X.  Shadtoett,  in  the  case  of  Mor* 
timer  v.  West,  between  it  and  Humberston  v.  Humberstoth) 
''they  are  called  upon  to  do  just  the  contrary,  in  these 
$y-pre9  cases:  they  are  to  infer,  that  the  testator  has  used 
more  particular  and  precise  expressions,  in  directing  a  con- 
veyance to  be  made,  than  he  intended  to  be  inserted  in  the 
actual  conveyance;  a  position  very  difficult  to  be  main- 
tained." With  all  respect  for  this  gentleman's  opinion,  it  is 
conceived,  that  the  distinctive  character  of  the  practice  of 
Courts  of  equity,  in  carrying  out  executory  trusts,  is,  the 
giving  effect  to  them,  as  &r  as  possible,  according  to  the 
intentions  of  their  author.  His  expressions  may  fall  short 
o{^  or  exceed,  hb  legal  powers :  but  his  intention  is  regarded 
in  both  alike ;  and  the  duty  of  a  Court  of  equity  is,  in  each. 


(hy  TnatiM  on  •*  btue,**  60^  61. 
G  G  2 
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the  same.  He  wishes  his  property  to  be  settled,  as 
strictly  as  possible :  in  one  case,  he  uses  general  words  of 
succession,  which  would  fail  of  effecting  his  purpose ;  and 
Chancery  supplies  the  defect :  in  another,  he  aspires  to  an 
excessive  posthumous  control  over  his  property ;  and  Equity 
sets  aside  the  invalid  portion  cf  his  disporitive  scheme,  but 
gives  effect,  at  the  same  time,  to  whatever  may  be  sub- 
stantiated. Moreover,  the  learned  writer's  argument  directs 
itself,  equally,  against  all  decisions  that  have  ever  been  pro- 
.  nounced,  whereby  eiiect  has  been  given  to  trusts  excutory, 
which,  if  executed,  would  have  been  too  remote.  Until 
these  cases  have  been  over-ruled,  therefore,  there  can  be 
little  impropriety,  in  affirming  the  justness  of  the  distinc* 
tion,  between  trusts  executoiy  and  trusts  executed,  in 
respect  to  the  particular  point  of  the  application  of  the 
qy^ftes  doctrine  under  consideration. 
Com  of  Since  the  preceding  observations  were  written,  a  case  has 

▼.  jS^T^  \ieexi  decided,  which  apparently  supports  the  opinion,  that 
the  class  of  children  or  issue  who  first  take  is  not  that  with 
which  the  estate-tail  should  commence,  when  such  children 
or  issue  come  in  esse  in  the  testator's  lifetime.  The  case  is 
.  that  of  Fanderplank  v.  King,  (c)  where  there  was  a  devise, 
to  the  testator's  daughter,  J.  K.,  for  life,  and  after  her 
decease,  to  all  and  every  the  child  or  children  of  her  body, 
male  or  female,  and  their  assigns,  for  their  lives,  and  after 
the  decease  of  any  such  child  or  children,  to  the  child  and 
children  of  the  body  and  bodies  of  all  and  eveiy  sudi  child 
or  children  of  the  testator^s  said  daughter,  male  or  female, 
to  be  begotten,  and  the  heirs  of  his  and  their  respective 
body  and  bodies ;  such  children  to  take  in  equal  shares,  as 
tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants ;  and  in  case  of 
the  death  of  any  child  of  the  testator's  said  daughter,  and 
fitilure  of  issue  of  his  or  her  body,  then,  the  share  or  shares 
which  so  failed,  to  go  to  the  survivor  or  survivors  of  such 

(c)  Ex  r^fafitmt ;  not  7«t  reported. 
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children,  as  tenants  in  common,  if  more  than  one ;  and  in 
case  of  the  death  of  all  such  children  without  issue,  over : 
most  of  the  children  of  J.  K.  were  bom  in  the.  testator's 
Ufetime ;  but  the  birth  of  one  of  them  did  not  take  place  till 
after  his  decease :  and  the  principal  question  seems  to  have 
been,  whether  the  children  of  the  daughter  took  estates  for 
life,  or  in  tail  It  was  held  by  Sir  James  fFigram,  V.  C, 
that  all  the  children  of  the  testator's  daughter,  J.  R.,  bom 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  took  estates  for  life,  with 
remainder,  to  their  children,  in  tail;  but  that  the  child, 
bom  afler  the  death  of  the  testator,  took  an  estate-tail,  by 
the  doctrine  of  qy-^pres;  and,  further,  that  the  children  took 
cross-remainders  between  them.  At  present,  it  can  only  be 
observed  of  this  decision,  that,  if  it  shall  prove  to  have  pro- 
ceeded, broadly  and  intelligibly,  upon  a  consideration  of 
the  nature  and  operation  of  the  qy-preM  construction,  it 
should  seem  to  be  at  variance  with  some,  at  least,  of  the 
authorities  previously  cited;  and  that  it  must  remain  for 
future  adjudication  to  determine,  how  &r  the  doctrine, 
apparently  sanctioned  by  it,  accords  with  strict  principles  of 
law,  as  compared  with  that  supported  by  the  cases  above 
adduced. 

7.  It  has  long  been  a  very  general  opinion,  that  the  Doctrine  of 
doctrine  oiqy-pren  has  been  carried  out,  to  the  fiillest  extent  be  exteDded. 
warranted  by  the  principles  on  which  it  is  grounded.  Thus, 
Lord  Kenyon  himself,  who  decided  the  case  of  PUt  v.  /ocifc- 
son,  observed,  {d)  many  years  afterwards,  that  it  went  to  the 
vety  outside  of  the  rules  of  constraction,  and  to  the  utmost 
verge  of  the  law.  And  Lord  Eldath  also,  remarked,  (e)  that, 
in  the  gy-prSs  doctrine,  it  was  not  proper,  to  go  one  step 
further;  as  the  cases,  in  order  to  serve  the  general  intent, 
and  the  pardcular  intent,  had  destroyed  both.  Mr.  Butler 
has,  also,  observed,  (/)  that,  in  practice,  the  doctrine  should 
not  be  acted  upon  without  a  considerable  degree  of  attention ; 

(d)  1  East,  442.  (/)  Note  to  F.  C.  R.  208. 

(e)  7  Ves.  Jr.  390. 
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while  Sir  Edward  Sugden  has  remarked^  {g)  that  it  appears 
to  have  been  carried  too  far.  The  concurrence  of  authorities, 
such  as  these,  in  the  opinion,  that  the  construction,  qy-pres^ 
is  not  to  be,  indiscriminately  and  unguardedly,  resorted  to, 
renders  it  unnecessary,  here  to  prescribe  further  caudon,  in 
the  application  of  the  doctrine ;  in  order  that,  as  Lord  Eldon 
remarked,  while  endeavouring  to  subserve  the  general  in- 
tention, that,  as  well  as  the  particular,  be  not  defeated.  (A) 

(g)  2  Sog.   Pow.  60,     And  lee  tial  failure  of  ditporitton,  by  reason  of 

2  Jarm.  Wills,  342,  n.  a  change  of  etwnte,  before  the  period 

(A)  It  is  observable,  that  a  doctrine,  of  its    being    completely    effscted; 

much  resembling  that  of  fg-ftr^s,  was  «hereas»   the  modern  rule  content 

not  unknown  to  the  earlier  sages  of  plates,  solely,  such  an  imperfection,  as 

the  law.     Sec  Co.  Litt.  219.      But  arising  in  the  operation  of  inflexible 

that  doctrine  had  reference  to  a  par-  prineiple*  of  law. 
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CHAPTER  XVIL 

OF  THE  RULE  AGAINST  PBRPET17ITIES,   A8  IT  AFl^ECTS  LIMI- 
TATIONS TO   CLASSES  OR  ASSOCIATIONS  OP  PERSONS. 

Foremost  among  the  various  kinds  of  disposkionsy  whidi 
call  for  the  application  of  the  Rule  for  the  prevention  of 
Peq)etuidesy  are  to  be  placed,  limitations  to  a  class  or  a8s6- 
ciated  number  of  individuals,  either  answering  a  particular 
description,  or  specifically  named.  These  gifts  are,  for  the 
most  part,  of  the  natare,  either,  of  EbLecutorj  devises  and 
bequests,  and  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses,  (in  any  of  their 
various  modifications,)  or  of  Trusts,  declared  in  deeds,  of 
personal  estate,  analogous  to  those  limitations. 

To  exemplify  this  class  of  limitations : — Suppose,  a  tes-  ninatratioii  of 
tator  bequeaths  personalty,  to  A.,  for  life,  and  dier  his  limiuid^to 
decease,  to  such  of  the  children  of  A,,  as  shall  attain  twenty-  ^  ooMidered. 
five.  The  question  being,  whether  this  Executoiy  limitation 
to  the  children  is,  or  is  not,  too  remote,  it  is  to  be  inquired, 
whether,  in  the  very  nature  of  the  limitation,  that  rule  of 
law  is  satisfied,  which  requires,  thai  every  future  interest  in 
property  be  so  limited,  as  that  it  must  necessarily  vest,  or 
fail  of  effect,  within  the  space  of  one  or  more  life  or  lives  in 
being,  and  twenty-one  years.  And  the  answer  to  this 
inquiry  being,  that  A.  may  have  a  child,  bom  but  just 
before,  or  not  until  after,  his  decease,  and  who  could  not, 
therefore,  attain  the  specified  age,  within  twenty-one  years 
from  the  expiration  of  a  life  in  being,  (yiz.y  that  of  A.,)  but 
who,  nevertheless,  is  included  in  the  class  entitled  under  the 
executory  gift,  such  gift  is  void,  as  possibly  postponing  the 
vesting  of  the  future  interests,  for  too  remote  a  period. 
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And  it  is  a  consequence  of  the  rule,  which  denies  the 
liberty  of  looking  at  actual  events,  in  considering  the  validity 
of  Executory  limitations,  (t)  that,  since  the  attainment  of  the 
required  ages,  by  the  children,  is  not  confined  to  the  period 
allowed  by  law,  no  regard  can  be  had,  to  the  circumstance, 
of  some  of  the  children  acquiring  the  capaci^  of  taking, 
within  the  proper  time,  or,  even,  of  such  being  the  case, 
with  respect  to  all  the  children ;  but  the  gift  is  absolutely 
void,  to  the  same  extent,  as  if  it  had  actually  happened,  that 
no  one  child  had  become  entitled,  within  the  period  of  legal 
remoteness.  The  gift  is,  in  a  word,  either,  wholly  good,  or, 
wholly  void :  to  be  valid,  it  must  be  provided,  that  the  child- 
ren, who  are  to  take,  by  attaining  twenty-five,  must  attain 
that  age,  within  twenty-one  years  fix>m  the  death  of  A. ; 
and  in  such  case,  they  who  answer  the  required  description 
will  take  the  whole  property  bequeathed :  without  such  re- 
striction, the  gift  will  be  entirely  bad,  whatever  be  the 
course  of  subsequent  events. 

This  general  property,  then,  of  limitations  to  a  class  of 
persons,  being  remembered,  it  is  to  be  ascertained,  how  the 
different  species  of  these  gifts  stand  affected,  by  the  practical 
application  of  the  provisions  of  the  Rule  against  Pa^tuities. 

!•  The  preceding  observations  will  have  prepared  the 
way  for  the  general  rule,  that  eveiy  limitation,  whether  it  be 
of  an  interest  in  futuro^  or,  whether  it  operate  to  divest 
prior  interests,  or,  whether  it  be  a  simple  gift  expectant  on  a 
prior  partial  interest,  which  is  made  to  the  children  of  a 
person  in  esse,  but  which  is  not  to  vest,  until  a^ter  their 
attainment  of  their  ages  of  twen^-one  years,  (however  small 
the  additional  period,)  is  absolutely  void  {k)  The  grounds  of 
this  general  conclusion  have  been  already  stated* 
Same,  altliougli      2.  Upon  the  same  principle,  if  a  living  person  is  associated 


Limhatioii  to 
children  of 
penon  in  cmc, 
to  Test  at  age 
greater  than 
twenty-one, 
bad. 


(>)  f'ulrnyM^iip.  170,  171. 

(A)  Leake  ▼.  Robinaon,  2  Mer. 
363.  Bntt  V.  Priichard,  1  Rubs.  313. 
Vkwdty  ▼.  Gtddn,  I  Buss.  &  My. 


203.  Jkdtf  ?.  Judd^  3  Sim.  5d5w 
Ftrrter  ▼.  Fox,  6  Sim.  485.  Dadd  ▼. 
Wake,  a  Sim.  616.  Ntwwum  t.  S 
man,  10  Sim.  51. 
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with  the  general  dasB^  (as  if  a  child  of  the  person  in  estej  pmon  ia 
who  is  actually  born,  be  spedficaUy  named,)  and  die  vesting  Mrrnatrfl  with 
of  his  interest  depends  upon  the  same  (remote)  event,  as  [^^^j^ 
that  which  is  to  give  effect  to  the  interests  of  the  members 
of  the  unascertained  class,  the  whole  gift  will  be  void,  as 
in  the  case  first  supposed.  (Q  There  can  be  no  separation 
of  interests  which  are    blended  in  the  limitation;  and 
which  most  either  stand  or  fidl  together.     Moreover,  the 
practical  impediments  to  a  contrary  doctrine  are  insiu*- 
mountable.     Is  the  living  person  to  take  the  whole  fund  or 
property  ?    Or,  if  not  the  whole,  what  distributive  share  ? 
—and  how  is  it  to  be  estimated,  seeing  that  the  relative 
proportion  of  one,  to  the  number  of  members  of  the 
common  class,  cannot,  firom  the  nature  of  the  case,  be  ascer- 
tained? Thus  much  upon  principle. 

The  rule  is  equally  clear  on  the  ground  of  authority.  In 
the  case  of  Porter  v.  Fox,  (m)  there  was  a  bequest  of  produce 
of  real  and  personal  estate,  in  trust,  to  be  accumulated,  *^  for 
the  benefit  of  the  testator's  grandchildren,  and  his  nephew, 
J.  O.,  and  to  be  distributed  in  manner  and  form  following, 
that  is  to  say,  as  they  should  become  of  the  age  of  twenty- 
five  years  respectively ;"  with  directions  for  the  transfer  of  the 
share  of  each  grandchild  and  nephew,  on  their  respectively 
attaining  twenty*five.  Sir  L,  ShadweU,  V.  C,  having  de- 
cided, that  the  gift  to  the  grandchildren  was  too  remote,  also 
held,  that  the  limitation  to  the  grandchildren  and  nephew 
was  to  them,  oi  a  cUm  ;  and,  therefore,  as  the  whole  of  the 
testator's  intention  could  not  prevail,  effect  could  not  be 
given  to  that  part  which  related  to  the  nephew :  his  share 
could  not  be  determined,  as  it  depended  upon  the  number 
of  members  of  the  dass,  living  when  the  eldest  attained 
twenty^ve. 
3.  But,  if  the  mft  is  made  to  the  children  of  a  person  Linjtation  to 

./.i-t  «  1  children  of 

deceased^  the  vesting  of  their  shares  may  be  postponed  to  deceased 

(/)  1  Jann.  WUb,  233.  (m)  6  Sim.  485. 
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penoD,  at  ags 
greater  than 
iwenty-one, 
good. 


Same,  if 
limitation  to 
children, 
expressly 
named,  of  a 
person  in  eMte* 


Limitation  to 
issue  of  un- 
born cfaildrenf 
▼old. 


any  age,  though  greater  than  twenty-one.  And  this,  because, 
as  the  hypothesis  assumes,  that  the  lives  are  in  eue^  at  the 
date  of  the  creation  of  the  gift,  and,  also,  implies,  their 
existence,  at  the  time  of  its  taking  effect,  the  extreme  period 
of  suspension  of  the  vesting,  cannot,  possibly,  exceed  the 
life  of  the  survivor  of  several  peraons  in  eue*  (n)  Nor  does 
this  violate  the  rule,  formerly  laid  down,  that  no  longer 
term,  than  twenty-one  years  can  be  used,  fi>r  the  purpose  of 
remoteness  of  limitations,  where  a  life  in  being  does  not 
form  part  of  the  period ;  because,  in  the  case  supposed,  die 
term  of  years  taken,  is  only  a  subdivision  or  subordinate 
portion  of  the  unascertained  period  of  a  life ;  the  premature 
termination  of  which  will,  also,  quoad  the  particular  life,  put 
an  end  to  the  term  of  suspension. 

4.  Upon  the  same  principle,  a  gift  may  (it  should  seem) 
be  made,  to  the  children  of  a  person  in  esse,  who  are  living, 
and  named  or  epeeificalhf  deecribed  in  the  will  or  settlement, 
and  the  vesting  of  their  shares  may  be  poe^ned  to  any 
age  subsequent  to  minority.  In  such  case,  as  the  limitatimi 
does  not  include  after-bom  children,  by  reason  of  its  ex* 
pressed  restriction  to  those  named,  the  period  of  suspensioo 
cannot,  posribly,  exceed  lives  in  being.  For  this  rule  to 
apply,  however,  it  must  cleariy  appear,  from  the  limitations, 
that  no  other  children,  than  those  mentioned,  are  to  per* 
ticipate ;  beoanse,  if  the  ^ft  be  suflbnendy  general  in  its 
terms,  to  include  children  subsequendy  bom,  die  acddentd 
existence,  or  casual  mendon,  of  some  of  the  objects  of  it, 
will  not  suffice,  to  satisfy  the  provisions  of  the  Rule. 

5.  A  simple  linutadon  to  all  the  grandchildren,  or  other 
remoter  issue,  of  a  person  in  eue,  is  altogether  void :  and 
this,  without  regard  to  the  time  of  the  vesting  of  tli»r  in- 
terests ;  whether  at  birth,  or  otherwise,  (o)  As  the  Uving 
ancestor  may  beget  children,  unborn  at  the  dme  of  the 
Creadon  of  the  gift,  and  as  all  the  children  of  such  after- 


(»)  2  Prest.  AbsL  149.  Postb.  215.     2  PresL  AbsL  168. 

(o)  1   Sug.  Pow.   493.     Fewne,      Jftrm.  Wills,  234. 
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bom  children  are  included  in  the  common  class,  there  is, 
obviouslyf  in  such  a  case,  no  security^  that,  even  though  the 
shares  of  the  grandchildr«i  vest  on  their  birth,  such  birth 
will  take  place  within  twenty-one  years  from  the  decease  of 
the  ancestor,  or  from  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  all  his 
children,  who  are  in  eue  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  or  the 
date  of  the  settlement 

6.  I^  however,  it  be  provided,  by  the  author  of  the  limi«-  Seemt;  if  birth 
tations,  that  all  the  grandchildren,  who  are  to  take  under  the  bi oe^prmided 
gift,  shall  be  bom,  within  twenty*one  years  after  the  death  ^^^l^^^ 

of  the  common  ancestor,  or,  within  the  like  period  after  Mribed  period, 
the  death  of  the  survivor  of  such  of  his  children  as  are  in 
existence  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  gift,  all  objection 
to  the  Executory  limitation,  on  the  ground  of  remoteness 
ceases,  (jp)  And  this  remoteness  of  the  issue  from  the 
common  ancestor  may  be  indefinitely  postponed,  provided, 
care  be  taken,  that  such  only  as  come  in  esse  within  twenty- 
one  yean  after  lives  in  bein^  shall  be  entided  to  take  under 
the  gift.  And  so,  upon  the  like  principle,  limitations  may 
be  made,  to  such  a  class  of  grandchildren,  or  other  issue,  of  a 
person  in  existence,  as  shall  be  bom  during  the  lives  of 
those  children  of  the  living  ancestor  who  are  in  esse,  or 
during  the  lives  or  life  of  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them, 
and  as  shall  attain  the  age  oftwenty^ime  years*  And,  in  such 
a  case,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  gift  is  not  confined  to 
children  of  the  children  who  are  living,  but  extends  to  the 
issue  of  unborn  children,  provided,  they  are  bom  before  the 
decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  children  in  esse,  and  provided, 
they,  also,  attain  the  required  age. 

7.  Where  the  gifts  are  by  mlk  and  the  testator  is  creating  Not  necessary 
limitations  in  favor  of  his  own  children  and  grand-children,  bb^f^^'"^ 
he  may  well  limit  interests  to  the  general  class  of  his  grand-  j]J"^'^of'"ft 
chikken,  whether  the  issue  of  children  in  esse  at  the  date  ^y  tesutor  to 

(p)  2  Yes.  jr.  366.  Andsce, />er  arguendo^  in  Ben^ough  t.  Edridge, 
Lord  RoMlgHf  in  Blandford  v.  Tkack-'  1  Sim.  251 ,  and  in  Mbgg  v.  Mogg^  I 
tntt,  2  Vc8.  jr.  242 ;  and  per  Pretton,      Mcr.  664.     2  Prcst.  Abet.  168. 
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his  own  grand-  of  the  Will,  OF  Dot,  if  he  provide,  that  their  shares  shall  vest, 

at  or  before  they  attain  their  ages  of  twenty-one  yean,  and 
it  wiU  not  be  necessaiy,  to  limit  the  time  of  the  births  of 
the  grand-children,  (q)  This  arises  from  the  circumstance, 
that,  as  all  the  children  of  the  testator  must,  necessarily,  be 
bom  in  his  lifetime,  or  directly  afterwaida;,  and  as  all  their 
children  must,  likewise,  be  bom  previously  to  or  soon  after 
their  deceases,  all  the  grand-children  will,  in  the  nature  of 
the  case,  be  bom  during  lives  in  being ;  and,  that  being  so, 
care  is  only  requisite,  that  the  vesting  of  the  shares  of  the 
grand-children  be  not  suspended,  for  a  longer  term  than 
their  respective  minorities,  or  than  the  minori^  of  the 
youngest  of  them.  Indeed,  an  abtolute  term  of  twenty-one 
years,  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  children, 
might  be  taken,  and  the  property  be  limited,  to  such  of  the 
grand-children  only,  as  should  be  in  existence  at  the  expi- 
ration of  that  period.  And  so,  also,  upon  the  like  principle, 
the  vesting  of  the  shares  of  the  grand-children  might  be 
postponed  to  their  attainment  of  any  greater  age  than 
twenty-one,  if  it  were  provided,  that  they  should  attain 
such  age  within  the  space  of  any  life  in  being,  or  the 
survivor  of  several  lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one  years 
afterwards. 

Sed  oHieri  in        But  it  must  be  obscrvcd,  that  this  rale  does  not  apply  to 

cue  of  deeds.      .%  «  i_»  •  •       ^      i_«      i_»ij  j 

the  case,  of  a  person  making  provision  lor  his  children  and 
grand-children,  by  deed^  for,  then,  the  same  rales  must  be 
abided  by,  as  govern  the  case  of  a  testator  creating  limi- 
tations in  favor  of  the  children  and  grand-children  of  a 
stranger. 
Of  no  import-        g.  The  observations,  which  have  been  made,  with  respect 

mnoe,  whether  .^  i    ^  .1 1 

ckiUnntAe     to  gifls  to  grand-chudren  or  remoter  issue,  are,  m  every 
toT****'  ^       respect,  applicable  to  such  gifts,  whether  the  children^  bom 
or  unborn,  take  interests,  or  not;  the  circumstance,  of  gifts 
being  made  to  them,  not  aflecting  the  question  of  the  re- 
moteness of  the  limitations  to  their  issue. 

(9)  1  Jarm.  ^Uls,  234. 
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9.  The  rules,  applicable  to  gifts  to  classes  of  issue,  are  of  Same  mlet 
equal  force,  in  reference  to  limitations  to  anj  other  as*  lumutionito 
sodated  number  of  persons,  whether  specifically  named,  ^^J^J"*^ 
or  answering  some  other  description ;  the  sole  question,  in 

the  consideration  of  the  validity  of  all  such  gifts,  with  re-^ 
spect  to  remoteness,  being,  whether  they  do,  or  do  not, 
in  their  Teiy  nature,  and  according  to  their  original  form, 
transgress  the  boundaries,  fixed  by  the  Rule  against  Fer^^ 
petuities ;  or,  in  other  words,  whether  they  may,  possibly, 
include  objects,  who  will  not  be  ascertained  or  ascertainable, 
within  the  legal  period. 

10.  Lastly,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  rule,  which  de-  Where  one 
Glares  a  limitation  to  a  class  of  persons,  either  altogether  ^pUcable  to 
good,  or  altogether  void,  as  respects  the  question  of  its  {^ distinct*"** 
remoteness,  does  not  apply  to  those  cases,  where  there  are  ctanes^one  of 

.  '^^  •'  which  if  i^ood, 

two  original  cUstinct  limitations,  to  two  diflerent  classes,  and  the  other, 
with  one  general  gift-over,  upon  an  event  equally  applicable  only  u  to 
to  the  members  of  both  classes,  but  which,  though  good,  ^^^e^^ftf^"^ 
as  r^^ards  one  of  such  classes,  is  void  for  remoteness,  in 
reference  to  the  other.  In  such  a  case,  notwithstanding 
the  applicability  of  the  ulterior  limitation*over,  to  both  the 
classes  entitled  under  the  prior  gifts,  it  will  be  good,  as 
respects  that  class,  whose  situation  admits  of  the  contem- 
plation of  such  an  event,  as  that  on  which  the  gift-over  is 
to  take  effect,  but  it  will  be  void,  with  regard  to  that  class, 
in  reference  to  whom,  the  event  provided  for  is  too  remote. 
ITms,  in  a  late  case,  (r)  a  testator  devised  his  real  and  per- 
sonal estate^  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  sell,  and  lay  out  so 
much  as  should  be  sufficient  to  raise  three  annuities  of 
lOOJL,  each,  and  he  directed,  that  they  should  apply  one  of 
such  annuities,  towards  the  maintenance  and  education  of 
his  grand-children,  the  children  of  his  late  daughter,  H.» 
until  the  youngest  of  such  children,  who  should  live  to 
attain  twenty-three,  should  attain  that  age,  and  fiK>m  and 

(r)  Cnma  w.  Lwmb,  3  You.  &  Coll.  5CS. 
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immediately  after  such  youngest  child  should  have  attained 
that  age,  then,  he  directed,  the  capital,  fiom  which  such 
annuity  was  derived,  to  be  paid  and  divided,  unto  and 
equally  amongst  his  last-mentioned  grandchildren,  share  and 
ISihare  alike,  as  tenants  in  common :  and  the  testator  directed, 
the  other  two  annuities  to  be  paid  to  his  daughters,  C.  and 
W.,  for  their  lives,  and  as  to  the  respective  capitals,  from 
which  such  annuities  were  derived,  he  directed  his  trustees, 
to  pay  and  divide  each  of  them,  from  and  immediately  after 
the  decease  of  his  daughters,  C.  and  W.,  unto  and  equally 
amongst  all  and  every  his  grandchildren,  then  livings 
(children  of  H.,)  and  all  the  children  of  C.  and  W.,  as  well 
those  then  livings  as  those  which  might  thereafter  be  Ixhh, 
share  and  share  alike,  &c:  and  as  to  the  residue  of  the 
monies  to  accrue  from  the  sale  of  his  real  and  peraooal 
estate,  he  directed  his  trustees,  to  pay  and  divide  the  same, 
unto  and  equally  amongst  the  children  of  H.,  then  livini^ 
and  the  children  of  C.  and  W.,  then  living,  or  to  be  bom 
during  his  lifetime,  as  tenants  in  common:  the  testator 
then  declared,  that  the  legacies  or  shares  should  vest  in  the . 
grand-children,  at  Uoenty^ihree ;  and  that  if  any  tkould  die 
under  twenty-threet  without  issue,  then,  the  Iqpicies  or 
shares  of  them  so  dying  should  go  and  acorue  to  the  smr 
vivon  and  survivor  of  them,  to  be  equally  divided  between 
them,  share  and  share  alike.  Some  of  the  children  of  the 
deceased  daughter,  H.,  as  well  as  of  the  other  daughters,  C. 
and  W.,  died  under  twenty-three.  It  was  held,  that  a  son 
of  //.,  who  survived  another  child  who  died  under  twenty- 
three,  was  entided  to  a  portion  of  such  deceased  child's 
share,  under  the  gift-over;  but  that  the  limitations-over 
of  the  anntdty-fimd,  from  which  C.  and  JF.  took  their  lififr* 
annuities,  were  void  for  remoteness.  In  this  case,  we 
perceive,  that,  as  the  daughter,  H.,  was  dead,  at  the  date 
of  the  will,  the  divesting  of  the  shares  of  her  children,  in 
the  event  of  their  deaths  under  twenty-three,  was  not  too 
remote  a  disposition,  in  accordance  with  the  rule,  on  that 
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heady  above-stated ;  but,  with  respect  to  the  bequest  to  the 
children  of  the  daughters,  C.  and  W.,  the  event  contem- 
plated was  too  remote,  as  it  would  not,  necessarily,  happen, 
within  twenty-one  years  after  the  decease  of  those  daughters, 
or  of  the  particular  daughter,  to  whose  issue,  the  respective 
capital  funds  were  bequeathed. 

It  will  have  been  observed,  that  the  contingencies,  con- 
templated in  the  limitadons,  to  which  our  inquiries  have 
here  had  reference,  have  been  those,  only,  connected  with 
the  age  and  time  of  birth  of  the  classes  of  persons  in  question. 
The  cases  of  limitations  to  classes,  void  by  reason  of  the 
remoteness  of  other  kinds  of  contingencies  affecting  the 
objects  of  them,  belong  more  properly  to  the  subject  of 
the  next  Chapter. 
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CHAPTER  XVnt 

OF  THE  RULE  AGAINST  FERPBTUITIES,  AS  IT  AFFECTS  UMI- 
TATION8  TO  PEBSONS  AN8WERINO  A  CERTAlK  DEBCIUPTION, 
OR  POSSESSING  A  SPECIFIED  QUALIFICATION. 

Remarks,  m  to  As  every  gift  of  a  future  interest  in  property  should  be 
here  con-^^  SO  limited,  as  that  it  must  vest  absolutely  within  the  l^al 
sidered.  boundaries  of  remoteness,  it  follows,  that  a  limitation  to  a 

{)erson,  not  in  esse,  is  void,  not  only,  when  it  suspends  the 
vesting  for  a  longer  period  than  the  attainment,  by  the 
object  of  it,  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  but,  also,  when 
the  acquisition  of  the  absolute  interest  is  made  to  depend, 
upon  the  existence  of  some  qualification  in  the  donee  or 
devisee,  with  which  he  will  not  necessarily  be  clothed, 
before  the  expiration  of  the  fixed  Umit  of  perpetuity.  If 
the  donee  or  devisee  (being  an  ascertained  person)  be  in 
existence,  there  is,  of  course,  no  necessity,  for  fixing  any 
period,  within  which  he  shall  acquire  the  qualification  de- 
manded by  the  terms  of  the  limitation ;  as,  if  attained  at  all, 
it  must  be,  within  the  limits  of  a  life  in  being.  But  if  he  be 
not  in  esse,  at  the  time  of  the  limitations  being  created,  or, 
if  it  be  uncertain,  whether  the  person,  eventually  answering 
the  description,  will  prove  to  be  an  individual  in  existence, 
or  not,  it  is  obvious,  that  the  requirements  of  the  Role 
against  Perpetuities  will  not  be  satisfied,  by  anything  less 
than  the  fixation  of  proper  limits,  in  regard  to  the  period, 
within  which  the  requisite  qualification  must  be  acquired. 
Case  of  Procter       Thus,  in  one  casc,  («)  a  devise  was  made,  to  the  first  or 

(«)  Procter  ?.  biihop  of  Bath  md  Wette,  2  H.  Bl.  358. 


CHAP.  XVin.]   LIMITATIONS  TO   UNASCERTAINED   PERSONS.  465 

Other  son  of  T.  P.,  (who  wasliying,  and  who  had  then  no  son,)  ▼.  bishop  of 
that  should  be  bred  a  clergyman,  and  be  in  Holy  Orders,   jFeOs.—deyiae 
and  to  his  heirs  and  assigns,  but  if  the  said  T.  P.  should  ^^™  jjf '• 
have  no  such  son,  then,  to  T.  M.,  his  heirs  and  assigns.  Holy  Orders. 
T.  P.  died  without  ever  having  had  any  son,  whereupon, 
the  property  was  claimed  by  a  person  deriving  tide  under 
the  will  of  T.  M.,  the  devisee-over,  whose  right  depended 
upon  the  question,  whether  the  Executory  devise  to  the 
son  of  T.  P.,  was,  or  was  not,  too  remote.     It  was  ai^ed, 
for  the  claimant  under  the  ulterior  devise,  that,  as,  by  the 
Canons  of  the  Church,  no  person  could  be  admitted  into 
Deacon's  Orders,  before  the  age  of  twenty-three,  without  a 
feculty,  nor,  could  be  ordained  Priest,  before  twenty-four, 
the  vesting  of  the  Executory  devise  was  postponed  until 
the  devisee  attained  his  age  of  twenty-three  years,  and  was, 
therefore,  void.     The  Court  of  C.  B.  held,  that  the  first 
devise,  to  the  son  of  T.  P.,  was  void,  by  reason  of  the  un- 
certainty, as  to  the  time  when  such  son,  if  he  had  any, 
might  take  Orders,  and  that  the  devise,  expectant  upon  it, 
was,  also,  void. 

In  this  case,  it  will  be  observed,  there  was  the  special  Obserrstions 

upon  Procter 

circumstance,  that,  from  the  nature  of  the  qualification  v.  bishop  of 
required,  the  interest  of  the  devisee  could  not  vest,  until  he  ^^^^^ 
had  attained  the  age  of  twenty-three,  at  the  least,  which 
may  seem  litde  different  from  an  express  provision,  sus- 
pending the  vesting,  until  the  like  period.  But,  it  is  con- 
ceived, that,  however  that  circumstance  may  have  been 
pressed,  in  the  argument,  against  the  validity  of  the  Exe- 
cutory devise,  it  had  no  peculiar  weight  with  the  Court,  in 
the  decision  on  the  question  of  the  remoteness  of  the  limi- 
tation, but  that  that  decision  proceeded,  (as  it  is  reported  to 
have  done,)  upon  the  ground,  of  **  the  uncertainty,  as  to  the 
time  when  the  devisee  might  take  orders."  The  case,  may, 
consequently,  be  treated,  as  an  authority,  applicable  to 
every  instance  of  the  postponement  of  the  vesting  of  a  limi- 
tation, until  the  acquisition,  by  the  donee,  of  some  qualifi- 

H   H 
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cation,  which  be  will  not  neceflsarily  poeeesB^  within  the 
proper  period. 

If,  therefore,  a  limitation  were  made  to  an  imbom  per- 
son, upon  his  acquiring  some  qualifieation,  which  he  might 
attain  at  any  period  of  his  life,  however  remote,  it  seems 
clear,  that  the  gift  would  be  void,  however  great  the  proba- 
bility, that  the  donee  would  be  clothed  with  the  requisite 
capacity,  during  his  min&rity.  Thus,  suppose,  property  to 
be  limited,  to  the  first  (unborn)  son  of  A.,  who  shall  obtain 
a  commission  in  the  army,  or  go  to  the  bar,  or  take  a  degree 
at  one  of  the  Univendties,  or  marry,  or  go  to  Rome,  or  do 
any  other  act,  the  performance  of  which  is  not  neceuarilg 
confined  to  the  minority  of  the  donee,  there  can  be  little 
doubt,  that,  upon  strict  principle,  the  Rule  against  Per* 
petuities  would  be  violated,  and  that  the  limitation  would 
be  void ;  and  that,  without  regard  to  the  course  of  subse-* 
quent  events,  {t)  Indeed,  in  the  case  of  Procter  v.  tnshop 
of  Bath  and  WeUs,  it  will  be  observed,  that  there  was 
nothing  more  than  a  poanbk  transgression  of  the  boundaries 
of  remoteness,  as  the  Executory  devise  might  have  become 
capable  of  taking  efiect,  during  the  lifetime  of  the  father  of 
the  devisee,  or,  even,  of  the  testator,  by  the  birth  of  a  son  of 
T.  P.,  and  an  admission  of  him  to  Holy  Orders,  within  the 
compass  of  either  of  those  lives. 

And  it  may  .even  happen,  that  a  gift  may  be  void  fer  re- 

motenesS)  by  reason,  merely,  of  its  requidng  the  donee  to  be 

a  person,  filling  some  character,  or  possessing  some  general 

qualification,  without  reference  to  his  being  a  person  unborn^ 

or  any  one  else,  in  particular;  although  it  may  chance,  that 

there  is  a  person  in  existence,  who  may  ultimately  acquire 

i  the  requirite  capacity,  and  who,  in  the  event,  actually  does  so. 

Case  of  Thus,  in  a  modem  case,  {u)  lord  Y.  bequeathed  certain 

Mrl  of  household  goods,  furniture,  pictures,  books,  Knen,  &c.,  to 


(0  See  1  Jann.  Wills,  233, 243,  n.       Dom.  Phw.  twb  mm.   ToBemaeU  t. 
(«)  Lord    Detrhurst   v,    duke  of      earl  of  Covemtry,  8  Bligh,  N.  S.,  547. 
St.  AUmm,  5  Madd.  232 ;  S.  C.  in 
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trustees,  upon  trust,  to  permit  his  wife,  to  have  the  use  of  Qmmur^:— 
them,  during  her  life,  and  after  her  death,  to  permit  his  son,  p^mg  from 
to  have  the  use  of  the  same  goods,  &c.,  during  his  life,  and  ^^^J^]^|oa 
after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  testator^s  said  vrife  Uroay. 
and  son,  in  trust  for  such  person,  as  should,  from  time  to 
time,  be  lord  V.,  it  being  the  testator's  will,  that  the  goods, 
&C.,  should,  after  the  decease  of  his  wife,  from  time  to  time, 
go  and  be  held  and  enjoyed  with  the  title  of  the  family,  as 
fiff  as  the  rules  of  law  and  equi^  would  permit     On  the 
death  of  the  testator,  the  barony  of  V.  descended  upon  the 
son  named  in  his  will;  and,  upon  the  death  of  the  son,  the 
title  descended  to  his  son,  (who  was  living  at  the  death  of 
the  testator,)  and,  upon  the  death  of  the  grandson,  it  de- 
scended to  hii  son,  who  was  bom  after  the  testator^s  death.* 
Upon  the  question,  who  was  entitled  to  the  goods,  &c.,  as 
between  the  personal  representatives  of  the  grandson  and 
those  of  the  great  grandson.  Sir  J.  Leach^  V.  C,  decided  in 
fiivor  of  the  title  of  the  latter,  upon  the  ground,  that,  by 
the  rules  of  law  and  equity,  every  person,  living  at  the 
death  of  the  testator,  who  should  become  lord  V.,  might 
have  been  made  legatee  for  life,  with  a  remainder,  of  the 
absolute  interest,  to  the  person  next  in  succession,  and  that, 
as  the  grandson  was  in  existence  at  the  death  of  the  tes- 
tator, he  might  be  limited  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  only, 
with  the  absolute  remainder  to  his  son,  the  next  successor. 
This  judgment,  however,  as  well  as  an  affirming  decision  of 
Lord  Chancellor  Ljfndhurstj  was  reversed  in  the  House  of 
Lords ;  which  Court  adjudged  the  tide  to  the  goods,  &c,  to 
be  in  the  representatives  of  the  testator's  grandson.    The 
following  observations  of  Lord  Broughamy  on  this  appeal,  i,- 

are  elucidatory,  in  so  great  a  degree,  of  the  principles,  appli-  ^ 

cable  to  dispositions  of  the  dass  under  connderation,  that 
little  apology  can  be  needed  for  their  introduction,  at  length, 
in  this  place.  '*  The  person,"  said  that  learned  lord,  **  who, 
secondly,  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  became  lord  V., 
(the  grandson,)  was  in  eue  at  the  date  of  the  will ;  but, 

H  H  2 
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whether  he  would  take,  or  whether  he  would  ever  be  lord 
y.9  was,  at  the  time,  unoertaiii.     The  next  life-estate,  after 
those  named  in  the  will,  was,  not  to  the  person  by  name, 
but,  to  the  lord  V.,  whoever  he  might  be.     It  was  an 
attempt,  to  create  a  new  species  of  limitation  in  succession, 
to  spring  up  with  the  penson,  contrary  to  all  rule  and 
analogy,  for  restricting  the  period  of  tying  up  or  deferring 
the  vesting  of  estates  in  fee,  or  absolutely.     Bein^   or 
coming  into  eue^  is  a  notion  familiar  to  the  law,  but  a  peer 
does  not,  in  a  legal  sense,  come  into  ezbtence.     It  was 
ai^ed,  for  the  respondent,  that  it  was  the  same  thing,  as 
limiting  to  the  son  and  grandson  and  great  grandson,  suc- 
cessively, because  they  must  succeed  to  the  inheritance  of 
the  dignity,  in  this  order.     But  that  view  is  not  quite  accu- 
rate ;  for  it  was  not  certain,  that  either  of  them  would  be 
lord  y.     Upon  a  barony  in  fee,  by  writ  of  summons,  or 
creation,  the  first  taker  might  have  a  son,  and  that  son 
might  only  have  two  daughters ;  what  person  would  then 
take  the  title?    It  would  be  in  abeyance;  and  until  tlie 
Crown  should  please  to  select  one  of  them  to  hold  the  dig- 
nity, it  would  remain  in  abeyance ;  and  there  might  be  no 
peer,  during  the  lives  of  the  two  co-heiresses.    In  the  case 
put,  of  an  abeyance  of  the  title,  the  Crown  might  not  select 
either  or  any  of  the  daughters,  and,  in  that  case,  the  title 
might  remain  in  abeyance,  for  a  century ;  and  such  an  event 
would  demonstrate,  that  the  limitation  is  not  partially,  but, 
altogether,  void.   It  is  said,  that  the  case  has  not  happened ; 
but  the  soundness  of  the  limitation  cannot  depend  upon 
contingencies,  which  may  cause  it  to  be  good  or  bad,  ac- 
cording to  the  event.     Suppose,  again,  the  limitatioa  of 
this  peerage  to  be  by  patent     If  the  eldest  son  had  a 
brother,  who  would  succeed  in  default  of  issue  of  the  eldest 
son,  and  afterwards  commits  treason,  and  is  attainted; — 
during  the  life  of  that  son,  and  so  long  as  there  is  any  issue 
of  that  eldest  son,  the  title  would  remain  in  abeyance.   The 
title  would  not  be  extinct,  but  would  be  in  the  Crown,  so 
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long  as  any  of  his  issue  should  exbt ;  and,  upon  failure  of 
the  issue  of  the  attainted  person,  there  might  be  a  lord  V. 
These  instances  show  the  novelty  of  the  invention,  and  the 
diflSculty  of  giving  it  complete  efiect  (v)  There  is  a  dis- 
tinction between  limitations,  upon  events  known  to  the  law, 
and  such  as  the  testator,  in  this  case,  has  made  the  basis  of 
his  limitation.  Peerages  are  not  by  the  hand  of  nature, 
but  of  the  creation  of  the  crown ;  and  their  origin  and  con- 
tinuance are  uncertain.  To  aigue,  irom  the  fact,  that  the 
person  was  in  in  esse  at  the  date  of  the  will,  who  became 
lord  v.,  is  to  rely  upon  an  accident  The  event  might 
have  been  otherwise ;  he  would  not,  ex  necessitate,  answer 
the  description,  within  the  allowed  period.  A  limitation, 
to  be  supported,  must  be  definite  and  certain,  to  the  man, 
or  to  the  peer,  as  an  individual.  It  is  not  allowable,  to 
contend,  that,  at  one  time,  and,  for  one  purpose,  it  is  to  the 
man,  and,  for  another  time  and  purpoise,  to  the  peer.  The 
estate  must  be  certain,  so  as,  within  the  time,  to  vest  in  the 
person  described,  either  in  his  natural,  or  his  politic,  capacity. 
In  the  politic  capacity,  there  was  no  such  lord  V.  fit  esse, 
in  whom  the  estate  would,  within  that  time,  certainly  vest.'* 

(v)  It  may  be  suggested,  whether  seems  to  be,  that,  at  the  time  of  its 
these  obscnratioiis  are  not  applicable,  ereaUon,  it  coald  not  be  said,  that  he, 
with  eqnal  force,  to  the  Jirst  individual  or  any  other  person  succeeding  to  the 
becoming  entitled  under  the  limitation,  barony,  after  the  death  of  the  person 
to  the  person  who  should  from  time  first  becoming  entitled  under  the  gift, 
to  time  be  lord  V.,  (j.e.  the  grandson,)  would  so  succeed,  within  the  period 
as,  to  the  •KTceMor  of  that  person.  How  fixed  by  the  law  for  the  vesting  of 
could  it  be  foretold,  that,  at  the  death  future  interests.      Doubtless,  had  it 
of  the  son,  there  would  bo  a  person,  appeared  from  the  will,  that  the  grand- 
capable  of  succeeding  as  lord  V. ,  see-  son  was  in  existence  at  the  date  of  it, 
iog  that  there  were  the  contingencies,  the  property  might  have  been  limited 
with  respect  to  the  abeyance  of  the  to  him,  if  he  should  succeed  to  the 
peerage,  pointed  out  in  the  observa-  title  of  lord  V.,  and,  after  his  de- 
tions  of  Lord  Brcmgham  9  and  if  such  cease,  to  his  eldest  son,  if  he  should 
a  state  of  things  could  not  be  predi-  likewise  so  succeed ;  as  it  must  have 
catcd,  where  was  the  security  against  been  ascertained,  at  the  decease  of 
the  violation  of  the  Rule  against  Per-  the    grandson,    whether    the   great- 
petuities?  The  true  ground,  on  which*      grandson  did  succeed  to  the  title,  or 
to  rest  the  exclusion  of  the  great  grand-      not. 
son  from  the  benefit  of  the  limitation. 
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In  this  case,  it  will  be  perceived,  that,  although  it  was  not 

pointed  out  in  the  will,  who  should  be  the  person  6rBt 

entitled  under  the  limitation,  as  lord  V.,  the  gift  was  good, 

because,  were  there  any  succession  to  the  title  at  all,  that 

succession  must  take  place,  at  the  death  of  the  son,  the 

legatee  for  life ;   which  was  not  a  period  of  too  remote 

expectancy.    But,  as  respected  the  party  next  entitled  under 

the  limitation,  there  was  no  such  guarantee :  it  could  not  be 

predicated,  diat  he  would  acquire  the  requisite  capacity,  or, 

in  other  words,  succeed  to  the  barony  of  V.,  within  the 

prescribed  limits  of  remoteness. 

Cue  of  And,  so  again,  in  another  case,  (tr)  a  testator  bequeathed 

inLman:^     pcrsoualty,  to  tnistees,  in  trust,  to  pay  the  interest,  to  sir 

^!2^^  *1        G.  A.,  baronet,  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to  his  eldest 

penoiu*  on  '  '  ' 

whom  a  buron-  gon ;  but  in  case  he  should  die  leaving  no  son,  then,  in  trust 

etcy  shoald  _ 

from  time  to      for  the  person  on  whom  the  baronetcy  should  devolve,  so 
foHifer^  ^^'     ^^^  ^^^^  baronet  should  take  the  interest,  for  life ;  and 


after  the  extinction  of  the  baronetcy,  to  fall  into  the 
of  the  testator's  estate :  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  sir  G.  A*, 
and  his  two  brothers,  J.,  and  R.,  were  living:  sir  G.  A* 
dying  without  issue,  the  baronetcy  devolved  on  J.,  who,  also, 
died  without  issue,  leaving  his  brother  surviving  him ;  to 
whom  the  baronetcy  descended.  Lord  Langdak,  M.  R., 
observed,  that  giving  a  life-estate  to  each  baronet  succes- 
sively (no  expression  being  used,  applicable  to  any  particular 
person  on  whom  the  baronetcy  should  devolve,)  would  have 
the  effect,  of  defeating  the  general  intention  of  the  testatcH*, 
and  that,  therefore,  J.,  being  the  person  first  succeeding  to 
the  title,  took  a  guo^t-estate-tail  in  the  proper^,  which 
vested  it  absolutely  in  him ;  although  the  person,  next  suc- 
ceeding to  the  baronetcy,  was  in  esse  at  the  death  of  the 
testator. 
Caae  of  Boom       In  reference  to  the  construction  acted  upon  in  this  case, 

V.  Proctor:^-  ,  .  »         •      5         i_.  i 

devise  of  rents    a  previous  one  IS  to  be  cited,  which  seems  to  present  a 

(w)  Mackworth  V.  Himxman^  2  Keen,  16S. 
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distmction,  worthy  of  notice.  In  the  case  alluded  tOy  (x)  to  the  penon 
nr  £.  B.,  premier  baronet  of  England,  after  devising  cer-  Mng^ocoeed- 
tain  eatatesy  to  truateesy  upon  trusts,  for  rvsing  and  paying  j^J^^xSl^ 
certain  dbaiges  to  which  they  were  subject,  directed  the  bwonet. 
trustees,  fix>in  time  to  time,  to  pay  the  rents  and  profits, 
unto  such  peiBon,  of  his  own  name  Uood  and  family,  as,  for 
the  time  being,  should  succeed  to  and  be  invested  with  his 
title  and  dignity  of  premier  baronet  of  Er^land;  to  the 
intent,  that  the  said  estate  might  be  continued  and  pre- 
served in  the  name  blood  and  fiunily  of  him  the  said 
sir  £.  B.,  and  that  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  might  be 
enjoyed  and  go  along  with  his  said  title  and  dignity  of 
premier  baronet  of  England,  so  long  as  the  rules  of  law  or 
equity  woukl  permit;  but,  if,  upon  fitilure  of  issue  male  of 
his  body,  there  should  not  be  any  person,  who,  under  the 
ktten  patent  whereby  his  said  title  or  dignity  was  created, 
should  be  entitled  to  have  and  enjoy  the  same,  so  that  such 
tide  and  digni^  should  become  extinct,  then,  the  testator 
directed,  that  the  trustees  should  stand  seised  of  the  said 
estates,  in  trust  for  his  heir-at-law.  A  bill  was  filed,  by  the 
person  who  succeeded  to  the  baix>netcy  on  the  testator's 
death,  insisting^  that  the  above-mentioned  trusts  were 
absolutely  void,  as  being  too  remote,  and  tending  to  a  per- 
petuity, and  that  he  was  entitled  as  heir-at-law ;  or,  if  the 
Court  should  consider  the  trusts  valid,  then,  that  the  plain- 
tifl^  as  answering  the  description  of  the  first  person,  of  the 
testator's  name  blood  and  &mily,  who  had  succeeded  to  the 
baronetcy,  was  entitled  to  the  real  estate  devised,  in  fee- 
simple,  or,  at  least,  in  tail-male,  subject  to  the  trusts  for 
raising  the  charges.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  said,  that 
the  Court  might  determine,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled, 
for  life,  and  then  stop ;  or  go  on,  by  declaring  a  remainder- 
over,  to  such  person,  as,  at  the  plaintiff's  death,  should  be 
premier  baronet,  for  life,  or,  in  tail,  according  as  he  was 

(s)  Bacon  V.  JPrwdor,  i  Tarn.  &  Rati.  31. 
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born  before  or  after  the  death  of  the  testator,  remainder,  to 
the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  the  first  baronet.  Other 
objections  to  the  validity  of  the  trusts  having  been  disposed 
of,  it  was  observed,  by  Graham,  B.,  sitting  for  Sir  Thonuu 
Plutner,  M.  B.,  that  it  was  not  necessaiy,  to  deckre,  beyond 
the  estate  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled ;  and  that  the 
clearest  view  of  the  case,  therefore,  was,  to  declare  the 
plaintiff  entitled  to  an  estate  for  Ufe,  subject  to  the  debts 
and  charges. 
Observations  The    distinction   between    this   decision   and   that    in 

upon  Bcxon  v. 

Proctor.  Mackworth  V.  Uinxman,  it  will  be  observed,  consists  in 

this, — in  the  latter  case,  the  Court  held,  that  the  person, 
^rst  answering  the  description  of  baronet,  took  a  quan- 
estate-tail,  on  the  ground,  that  the  limitation,  as  to  all 
subsequent  successors  to  the  dignity,  was  invalid,  as  too 
remote ;  while,  in  Bacon  v.  Proctor,  the  first  baronet  taking 
under  the  trust  was  restricted  to  a  life-interest  This  dif- 
ference must,  it  is  conceived,  be  referred  to  the  circum- 
stance,  that,  in  the  last-mentioned  case,  the  person  first 
taking  under  the  trust,  as  the  immediate  successor  to  the 
baronetcy,  would,  necessarily,  be  in  esse  at  the  death  of  the 
testator,  and  that,  therefore,  a  contingent  interest  might 
properly  be  limited,  in  remainder  expectant  on  the  decease 
of  such  first  baronet :  but  in  Mackworth  v.  Hinxman,  the 
limitation  to  the  successive  baronets  was  preceded  by  life- 
interests,  given  to  two  persons  in  esse,  and  the  individual,  first 
becoming  entided  under  that  limitation,  was  not,  necessarily, 
therefore,  a  person  in  esse,  and,  consequently,  no  expectant 
interest  could  be  limited,  which  would  be  contingent  until 
the  decease  of  the  individual,  first  taking  under  the  limita- 
tion to  the  successive  inheritors  of  the  dignity. 

This  important  variation,  in  the  circumstances  of  the  two 
cases  alluded  to,  is  abundantly  sufficient,  to  explain  the 
difference  in  the  construction  applied  to  each,  without 
resorting  to  the  alternative  of  supposing,  that  the  decision 
in  Bacon  v.  Proctor  was  grounded  on  the  very  questionable 
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doctrine,  (advanced  at  the  bar,)  that  the  first  baronet  might 
take  a  life^interest,  with  a  remainder-over,  to  such  person, 
as,  at  his  death,  should  be  baronet,  for  life^  or  in  tail,  cLccord" 
ing  as  thai  person  was  bom  be/ore  or  after  the  death  of  the 
testator. 

Further,  in  a  very  recent  case,  (y)  before  Lord  Chancellor  Cne  of  Kar 
Sugden,  (to  return  to  our  ori^nal  inquiry,)  a  testator,  being  i™l„,«,.._. 
possessed  of  a  term  of  years,  bequeathed  it,  to  five  trustees,  bequest  to  fiwt 
in  trust,  to  pay  an  annuity,  to  his  wife,  for  her  life,  and  by  descent  m 
subject  tbei«to,  in  trust,  to  pay  certain  earns,  yearly,  for  the  ^^JS^j^^ 
maintenance  of  his  grandson,  A.  T.,  until  he  should  attain  ^^^^7-^^' 
the  age  of  twenty-one,  and,  then,  in  trust,  to  permit  A.  T. 
to  take  the  profits,  for  his  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to 
permit  such  person,  who,  for  the  time  being,  would  take 
by  descent,  as  heir  male  of  the  body  of  the  said  A.  T.,  to 
take  the  profits  thereof,  until  some   such   person  should 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and,  then,  to  convey  the  same, 
unto  such  person  so  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years, 
his  executors,  &c.,  with  limitations-over:    A.  T.  had  an 
heir  male,   who  attained   twenty-one   within   the  proper 
period.     It  was  held,  that  the  limitation  to  the  heir  male 
of  the  body  of  A.  T.,  who  should  first  attain  twenty-one, 
was  void,  as  too  remote ;  and  that  the  gifts,  subsequent  to 
that  limitation,  were,  also,  void.    Here,  it  will  be  perceived, 
that,  as  it  could  not  be  said,  that  thero  would  be  any  heir 
male  of  A*  T.,  attaining  twenty-one,  within  the  requisite 
period  of  time,  (for  successive  heirs  male  might  die  in  their 
miDorilies,)  the  limitation,  expectant  on  A.  T.'s  life-interest, 
was,  necessarily,  void  for  remoteness.     The  Lord  Chancel- 
lor's observations  upon  this  case  are  well  worthy  attention : 
but  the  following  show  the  exact  ground  of  the  determina- 
tion.    **  There  can,"  said  the  learned  judge,  *'  be  no  ques- 
tion or  doubt,  that,  to  some  extent  at  least,  this  gift  is  void ; 
for  you  might  travel  for  centuries,  before  a  person  could  be 

(y)  JKfrr  V.  lord  JhrnffonnoH,  1  Con.  &  Law.  335 ;  1  Dr.  &  Wuv  609. 
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found,  who  would  exactly  answer  the  description.  There 
might  be  a  succession  of  heixs  male,  and  yet  you  could  not 
predicate  of  any  one  of  them,  that  he  would  be  the  heir  male, 
who  should  first  attain  twenty-one.  Thus,  centuries  might 
elapse,  before  any  person  was  actually  entitled,  imder  the 
description  in  the  will." 

It  is  observable,  that  the  tide  of  the  person,  first  answering 
the  description  of  heir  male  attaining  twenty-one,  was 
attempted  to  be  supported,  by  the  argument,  that  there  was 
an  intention,  to  give  some  interest,  immediately  upon  or 
after  the  death  of  the  grandson ;  and  that  the  clause  might 
be  read,  as  if  it  contained  a  distinct  gift ;  and  that,  as  there 
was  a  person,  answering  the  description,  living  at  the  re- 
quisite time,  and  as  he  did  attain  his  age  within  the  requisite 
period,  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  the  Court  fiK>m  giving 
it  efiect  But  this  argument  was  veiy  properly  rejected  as 
unsustainable. 

It  must  be  remembered,  however,  that  a  similar  rule 

would  not  hold  in  regard  to  a  legal  limitation  of  real  estate, 

of  the  character  of  the  gift  in  Kerr  v.  Lord  JDungannon,  for, 

as,  in  that  case,  the  limitation,  to  the  heir  male  of  A.  T., 

would  be  a  remainder,  it  must  have  fidled  or  taken  effect, 

at  the  decease  of  A.  T.,  and  could  not,  therefore,  be  liable 

to  any  objection  of  remoteness* 

Case  of  LUfg        There  is  also  another  recent  case,  (2)  calling  fi»r  notice  in 

di^^ofrents,  this  place,  where  a  testator  devised  real  estate,  to  trustees, 

^^^^"^"i       upon  trust,  to  receive  the  rents,  and,  after  making  certain 

amon^  certain    annual  payments,  to  '*  apply  the  remainder,  if  any,  in  niaii- 

familieB.  t   t.  *.  ti      •  1         •  >•  * 

ner  and  form  following,  that  is  to  say,  an  ewry  fir$t  of 
December^  or  Saint  Thomas's-day,  to  distribute  amongst 
certain  families^  according  to  their  circumstances,  as,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  said  trustees,  they  may  need  such  asristance, 
whose  names  are  hereinafter  mentioned"  (then  fiiUowed  the 
names  and  descriptions  of  twenty-four  persons).     It  was 

(z)  lAUy  V.  Ba^y  1  Haw,  580. 
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contended,  on  the  part  of  the  testator's  heu>at-law,  that  this 
trust  was  liable  to  the  objection  of  tending  to  create  a  per- 
petuity ;  an  objection  which,  it  was  said,  was  fiital  to  the 
devise  altogether,  for  it  could  not  be  severed,  and  sustained 
as  good  in  part  only.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  aigued, 
that  the  persons  entitled  under  the  gift,  or,  at  least,  many 
of  them,  were  living,  and  were  in  a  position  to  take,  imme- 
diately, the  benefit  of  the  p&, ;  and  that  such  a  mode  might 
be  adopted,  of  carrying  the  trust  into  e£Rect,  as  should  not 
transgress  any  rule  of  law.  Six  James  Wigram^  V.  C, 
after  observing,  (in  reference  to  another  objection,)  that  the 
Court  could  and  would  put  a  construction  upon  the  word, 
^'  fiimily,"  where  it  could  be  reasonably  done,  rather  than 
that  a  devise  should  be  void,  said,  that  view  of  the  case 
disposed  of  the  objection,  as  to  the  trust  tendmg  to  a  per- 
petuity,  at  least  during  the  lives  of  the  parties  named  in  the 
wiU,  who,  under  a  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  w<xd, 
*' fiimily,*  might  claim  an  interest  under  the  will,  imme- 
diately upon  the  death  of  the  testator ;  and  that,  where  a 
will  declared,  that  objects  were  to  take  in  succeanon,  there 
was  no  reascm,  why  the  Court  should  hold  the  will  void,  as 
to  those  obfects,  to  whom  an  interest^  not  extending  beyond 
their  awn  Uvest  teas  given,  immediaiely  at  the  testatot^s 
death.  It  should  seem,  therefore,  that  his  honor's  opinion 
was  in  fiivor  of  the  validity  of  the  trust,  at  least,  during  the 
lives  of  the  persons  named  in  the  will ;  and,  it  may  be 
added,  the  learned  judge  also  evinced  an  inclination,  to  sup- 
port the  devise,  beyond  those  limited  interests ; — a  disposi- 
tion, which  might,  probably,  be  carried  out,  by  giving  the 
absolute  interest,  to  some  person  or  persons,  who,  after  the 
decease  of  the  immediate  objects  of  bounty,  should  be  ccm- 
sidered,  best  to  represent  the  description  of  the  families  of 
such  deceased  legatees. 

Besides  the  dass  of  cases  we  have  been  considering,  there  limitatiou  of 
is  another,  closely  allied  to  it,  where  interests  are  attempted  J^unieto^ 
to  be  limited,  in  succession,  to  a  line  of  persons,  in  right  of  ^®  ^ 
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their  ownership  or  proprietorship  of  some  other  property, 
but,  in  such  a  manner,  as  that  the  individuals,  successiTely 
answering  the  description,  cannot  be  pointed  out  or  ascer- 
tained,  or  their  interests  vest,  befcnre  the  period  of  their 
actually  becoming  entitled  in  possession.  If,  for  example, 
a  testator  devise  the  rents  of  property,  to  the  person  or 
persons  who  shall,  from  time  to  time,  be  lord  or  lords  of  the 
manor  of  A.,  it  is  manifest,  that,  to  all  intents  and  purposes, 
a  settlement  in  perpetuity  is  attempted  to  be  efiected;  for,  if 
the  limitation  were  carried  out  to  the  letter,  no  person, 
succeeding  to  the  manor  of  A.,  could  make  an  absolute  dis- 
position of  the  property  devised,  apart  from  the  ownerdiip 
of  the  manor. 

In  these  cases,  therefore,  it  seems,  that  the  Courts  adopt 
a  construction,  very  similar  to  that  acted  on  in  the  before- 
cited  case  of  Mackworth  t.  Hinxmath  and  hold,  that  the 
fee-simple  of  the  property  vests  in  the  person,  answering  the 
description  required,  when  the  devise  takes  effect.  An 
instance  of  this  class  of  gifts  occurred  in  a  very  recent 
case,  (a)  where  a  testator,  having  devised  certain  lands,  to 
trustees,  in  trust,  to  appropriate  the  annual  rents^  {cut 
charitable  purposes  specified  in  the  will,  declared,  that,  in 
the  event  of  there  being  an  increase  in  the  rents,  by  any 
new  letting,  the  surplus  so  to  arise  should  go  to  the  person 
or  persons,  of  the  S.  and  C.  families,  who,  for  the  time  being, 
should  be  lord  or  lords,  ladtf  or  ladies,  of  the  manor  of  D. ; 
and  it  was  held,  that  there  was  a  clear  equitable  devise,  in 
fee,  to  the  person,  who,  at  the  decease  of  the  testator, 
became  seised  of  the  manor  of  D. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  two  above- 
cited  cases  of  Procter  v.  bishop  of  Bath  and  Welts,  and 
ToUemache  v.  Coventry,  may  be  considered,  as  consdtuting 
the  landmarks  in  the  pursuit  of  this  branch  of  the  law  of 
Perpetuity;   and,  as  establishing  the   general  rule, — that 


(a)  Cammi—ionerM    of    Charilable       ness  De  CHjffbrd,  1  Dr.  &  War.  24^ 
Domatians  and  Bequettis  v.  The  baro- 
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wherever  an  Execatoiy  limitation  is  made  to  an  unborn 
person,  to  vest,  on  his  answering  some  description,  or  posses** 
iDg  some  qualification,  not  necessarilj  to  be  attained  (if  at 
all,)  during  his  minority,  and,  also,  where  a  gift  is  made  to  a 
peison  who  shall  fill  a  certain  character,  but  which  will  not, 
ex  necessitatef  be  acquired,  within  the  legal  limits  of  remote- 
ness, (whether,  or  not,  there  be  a  person  in  esse,  who  may 
possibly  realize  the  description,)  such  Executory  limitation 
is  void,  as  too  remote ;  equally  with  a  gift  to  an  unborn  per- 
son, which  is  not  to  vest  until  his  attainment  of  some  ascer- 
tained age,  greater  than  twenty-one. 
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CHAPTER  XIX. 

OF  THE  KULE  AGAINST   PERPETUITIES,   AS  IT  AFFECTS  UMI- 
TATIOX8  UPON   EVENTS  OF  INDEFINITE  OCCURBENCB. 

Limitations  on  The  Rule,  requiring  all  future  limitations  to  be  such,  as, 
STy  hajpw^t  i^  ^^^J  take  effect  at  all,  will  necessarily  operate  within  the 
J°y  P*^®**  ®^  period  of  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years,  obviously, 
remote.  condemns,  as  invalid,  every  gift  of  a  future  interest  in  pro- 

perty, made  to  depend  on  an  event,  which,  althou^  it 
may,  possibly,  happen  within  the  allowed  period,  may, 
possibly  also,  not  happen  until  after  the  expiiation  of  such 
period.  Limitations  of  this  character  little  difier  from  gifts 
to  unborn  persons  attaining  a  particular  age,  or  answering 
a  particular  description,  which  will  not,  as  a  matter  of 
necessity,  be  attained  or  acquired,  if  at  all,  within  the  proper 
period;  and,  like  them,  therefore,  they  are  wholly  void. 
The  test  is  simple ;  and,  how  varied  soever  the  nature  of  the 
contingencies,  the  application  of  it  seems  equally  sa 

It  will  suffice,  consequently,  to  present  a  few  instances  of 

void  gifts  of  this  kind,  which  may  serve  to  show,  to  what 

cases,  the  principle  in  question  extends;  leaving  to  the 

learned  reader's  penetration,  its  application  to  supposable 

cases. 

niottretions  of       In  the  first  place,  it  may  be  observed,  that,  wherever,  in 

▼o^  llmita-       t^^  <^<^^s  discussed  in  the  last  Chapter,  a  limitation  is  void, 

^'^  as  made  to  a  person,  upon  his  possessing  some  qualification, 

with  which  he  will  not  necessarily  be  invested,  within  the 
prescribed  period,  an  ulterior  gift,  in  de&ult  of  the  object 
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of  snch  void  limitation,  is  equally  invalid.  It  follows,  there, 
fore,  that  a  limitation,  depending  on  the  event,  of  an  unborn 
child  not  taking  Holy  Orders,  or  not  obtaining  a  commission 
in  the  anny,  or  not  going  to  the  bar,  or  not  taking  a  d^ee 
at  one  of  the  Universities,  or  not  marrying,  or  not  going  to 
Rome,  or  not  doing  any  other  act,  the  performance  of  which 
is  not  necessarily  confined  to  the  minority  of  the  unborn 
person,  is  wholly  void  for  remotenesa 

Upon  the  like  principle,  also,  it  is  clear,  that  a  gift,  to 
take  effect  upon  the  extinction  of  a  dignity,  by  failure  of 
the  line  of  persons  to  whom  it  is  descendible,  (b)  and,  also, 
a  gift,  depending  on  the  contingency,  of  no  heir  male  or 
other  heir  of  a  particular  person  attaining  twenty-one,  (c)  or 
other  specified  age,  (no  individual  being  particularized  as 
aaswerii^  that  description,)  are  entirely  invalid,  although 
the  extinction  of  the  dignity,  in  the  one  case,  and  the 
failure  of  the  heir  male,  in  the  other,  take  place,  at  the 
decease  of  a  person,  in  eue  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of 
the  limitations. 

An  instance  of  a  limitation  of  this  kind  occurred  in  Case  of 
a  very  recent  case,  (d)  formerly  dted,  where  a  testator  «,v,ii2lr»^' 
devised  lands,  to  trustees,  and  directed  the  yearly  rents,  then  ^!J^.^* 
of  an  amount  specified  in  the  will,  to  be  appropriated,  for  gift-over  on 
certain  charitable  purposes,  and  declared,  that  in  the  event  protect 
of  there  being  an  increase  in  the  rents,  by  any  new  letting,  *°^^*^ 
the  surplus  so  to  arise,  should  go  to  the  only  use  and  behoof 
of  the  person  or  persons,  of  the  S.  and  C.  families,  who,  for 
die  time  beings  should  be  lord  or  lords,  lady  or  ladies,  of  the 
manor  of  D. ;  and,  in  eme  the  samefamiUei  did  not  protect 
the  said  eharUiei,  or  if  the  said  families  should  become  ex' 
tinctf  then,  and  in  either  of  die  sfdd  cases,  the  trustees  were 
to  apply  the  said  surplus  rents,  in  addition  to  the  former 

{b)atitBaetmt,Pnelor,lTnnk,&c  1  Cmi.&Law.335.;  1  Dr.&War.60d. 

Htm.  31  ;   Maekwarth  ▼.  JRnxnum,  2  (d)  Comnuuionera    of   Charitable 

Keen,  658.  DonaJtkmt  and  Bequetta  v.  baroness 

(e)  See  Kerr  ▼.  lord  Dunffamum^  De  Oiffind,  1  Dr.  8t  War.  245. 
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provision  for  the  charity :  and  it  was  held,  by  Lord  Chan- 
cellor Sugden,  that  the  gift-over,  to  the  trustees  for  the 
charity,  was  too  remote,  as  the  contingency,  of  the  S.  and  C. 
families  neglecting  to  protect  the  charities,  was  not  restric- 
ted to  the  proper  limits. 
Limiution  on         It  ig  equally  clear,  however,  that  the  gift-over  would  have 

family  becom-  , 

ing  extinct.       been  void,  had  it  contemplated  only  the  circumstance,  of  the 

extinction  of  the  two  families^  for  such  an  event  would  have 
been,  also,  of  indefinite  expectancy. 

Gift.oTeron  Similar  to  the  first  branch  of  the  contingency,  in  the  last- 

cbanty-trusteet     .  i.  .    -• 

not  perfonning  Cited  case.  Were,  the  gifts,  in  two  recent  cases  of  informa- 
tions against  charity-trustees ;  but,  in  which,  no  decision 
was  called  for,  upon  the  validity  of  the  gift-over. 

In  the  first  of  these  cases,  {e)  a  testator  devised  estates,  to 
the  Cordwainers'  Company,  for  the  interest,  use,  and  per- 
formance of  his  will,  and,  after  bequeathing  some  I^^ies, 
the  testator  directed  the  Company,  to  make  certain  yeariy 
specified  payments,  to  the  charitable  purposes  mentioned  in 
the  will,  and,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will,  the  testator 
declared,  as  follows : — ^'  provided  always,  that  if  the  said 
master,  wardens,  fellowship,  and  company  of  the  craft  or 
mystery  of  Cordwaineis  aforesaid,  do  not  well  and  truly 
perform,  fiilfil,  and*  keep  all  and  singular  the  thing  and 
things  above  said  by  them  to  be  observed,  performed,  fiil- 
fiUedf  and  kept,  but  do  cease  in  doing  of  the  same,  by  the 
space  of  one  year,  contrary  to  this  my  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, that,  then  it  shall  be  lawfiil  for  my  said  brother,  D.  F., 
and  his  heirs,  into  all  the  said  lands,  tenementss,  and  other 
the  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  to  enter,  and  the  said 
premises,  to  keep,  have,  hold,  and  enjoy,  to  him,  his  hein 
and  assigns,  for  ever;  and  the  said  masters,  wardens,  fellow- 
ship, and  company  to  be  clearly  expelled,  dischaiged,  and 
put  out  of  the  premises."  There  can  be  no  question,  that  a 
gift  of  this  kind  would  be  wholly  unsustainable,  were  ad- 

(<}  Attonuy^  General  Y.  Cordwainen*  CmpoMy,  3  My.  &  K.  534. 
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▼antage  ever  attempted  to  be  taken,  of  breach  of  duty  by 
the  trustees  of  a  charity. 

In  the  other  ca8e>  (/)  alluded  to,  a  testator  devised  certain 
houses,  to  the  master  wardens  of  the  Company  of  the 
Coopers,  upon  divers  charitable  trusts  mentioned  in  the 
will;  and  the  testator  subsequently  declared,  that,  if  the 
said  master  wardens  neglected  to  carry  out  the  trusts  for  the 
space  of  one  whole  year,  then,  the  master  wardens  of  the 
company  of  Grocers  should  enter  upon  the  said  houses, 
''and  they  to  repulse  and  put  out  the  master  wardens 
of  the  Company  of  Coopers,  for  ever;  and  the  master 
wardens  of  the  Company  of  Grocers  to  enjoy  them,  and 
have  them  for  ever,  and  do  with  it,  as  shall  seem  good  to 
them,  and  to  do  and  use  them,  as  they  do  with  any  lands 
belonging  unto  them.**  This  is,  unquestionably,  another 
instance  of  a  limitation,  void  for  remoteness,  as  depending 
on  an  event  of  indeterminate  occurrence,  {ff) 

In  fine,  let  the  event  contemplated  be  what  it  may,  and 
the  probability  of  its  early  occurrence,  as  great  as  it  may,  it 
will,  in  eveiy  case,  be  of  too  remote  expectancy,  and  a  limi- 
tation depending  upon  it  will,  therefore,  always  be  void, 
unless,  either,  from  the  nature  or  internal  quality  of  the 
contingency,  or,  from  express  provision  and  restriction,  it  be 
certun,  that  the  event  which  is  to  give  efiect  to  the  limita- 
tion will  hi^pen,  if  at  all,  within  the  period  of  lives  in  being 
and  twenty-one  years. 

(/)  Attorney- General  ▼.    Coopere*  (ff)  See    judgment    in    Charity 

Companyt  Beav.  29.  CammiaMianen  r.  De  Ctiffbrd,  1  Dr. 

&  War.  245. 
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CHAPTER  XX. 

OF  THE  RULE  AGAINST  PERPETUITIES,  AS  IT  AFFECTS  POWERS 
OF  APPOINTMENT,  AND  LIMITATIONS  IN  PtTRSUANCB  OF 
THEM. 


Reasons  of  the 

applicftbilitjr  of 
the  laws 
■gainst  re» 
motenets,  to 
Powers,  and 
appointments 
under  them. 


A  CLASS  of  limitatioiis,  of  great  importance,  viewed  in 
reference  to  the  perpetoity-rule,  is  that,  comprised  under 
the  denomination  oi  Pmoen  of  appointment,  induding  gifts 
taking  effect  under  exercises  of  such  Powers. 

The  maxim^  quod  facit  per  aUumfaeitper  se,  necessarily 
implies,  that  that,  which  it  is  not  allowable  for  an  indivi- 
dual to  do  himself,  must  be  eqndly  improper,  when  effected 
in  the  person  of  another.  A  limitaticMi,  therefore,  which  is 
too  remote,  if  attempted  by  a  person  seised  in  fee,  or  possess- 
ing the  absolute  interest,  is  equally  objectionable,  when  made 
by  another,  to  whom  that  person  has  entrusted  a  power  of 
disposition,  in  favor  of  particular  objects,  and  not  itself 
commensurate  with  the  entire  ownership  of  the  property. 
And,  consequently,  our  laws  of  property  have  wisely  sm>* 
rounded  the  limitation  and  execution  of  Powers  of  appoint- 
ment, with  the  same  beneficial  restrictions,  as  a  regard  for 
the  interests  of  commerce  has  found  to  be  necessary,  in 
relation  to  the  exercise  of  the  ordinary  rights  of  alienation 
and  transfer,  proper  to  absolute  ownership. 

But,  before  proceeding  to  inquire,  more  particulariy,  into 
the  application  of  the  doctrines  of  remoteness,  to  Powers  of 
appointment,  and  gifts  in  pursuance  of  them,  a  brief  notice 
must  be  taken  of  a  class  of  such  limitations,  which,  on 
account  of  their  near  affinity  to  an  absolute  property,  have 
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not  been  oonsidered,  as  calling  for  any  restrictions,  peculiar 
to  their  character  of  Powers,  but  such  only  as  would  be 
applicable,  were  the  donee  of  the  Power  absolute  owner  of 
the  property. 

The  Powers,  referred  to,  are  those  called  general  Powers,^  Exercises  of 
u  e..  Powers  which  give  a  right  to  the  donees,  to  appoint  fil^ect  ^iy^to' 
to  whomsoever  they  please.  (^)     Of  this  kind,  is  a  limita-  JJ^^JJlena- 
tion  of  property,  to  such  Uses,  or  upon  such  Trusts,  as  tion  by  tenanu 
A«  shall  appoint,  and,  subject  to  any  appointment,  to  A., 
in  fee,  or  to  B.,  in  fee,  or  to  any  other  person,  or  succes- 
sion of  persons,  for  life,  in  tail,  in  fee,  or  otherwise.     In 
such  cases,  as  the  Power  is  so  general  and  absolute,  as  to  be 
equivalent,  for  the  purposes  of  aUenation,  to  the  owner- 
ship in  fee-simple,  an  appointment  under  it,  so  far  as 
concerns  the  proper  period  for  the  vesting  of  the  inte- 
rests thereby  conferred,  rests  on  the  same  footing  with 
an  original  conveyance.     Nor  is  there  any  greater  ten- 
dency to  a  perpetuity,  in  a  general  Power  of  appointment 
over  property,  and  the  possibiUty  of  the  exerdse  of  such 
Power,  in  opposition  to  the  laws  of  remoteness,  than,  in 
a  simple  absolute  right  of  ownership.     The  general  Power 
authorizes  as  complete  and  as  immediate  a  disposition  of 
the  property,  as  could  be  effected,  were  the  donee  entitled 
to  the  fee  or  absolute  interest;  and  it  is,  of  course,  clear, 
that  such  a  Power  may  be  exercised  by  the  donee,  in 
&vor  of   himself.     And,    as   regards  the    estate    limited 
in  default  of  appointment,  when  not  given  to  the  donee  of 
the  Power,  (A)  there  can  be  no  necessity,  to  consider,  how  far 
a  perpetuity  may  be  created,  because,  although  that  estate 
is  liable  to  be  defeated,  at  any  time,  by  an  exercise  of  the 
Power,  yet,  the  great  aim  of  the  laws  against  remoteness  is 


(g)  See  1  Sng.  Pow.  495.  bey<md  the  Kfe  of  the  donee  ":  but  this 

(A)  In  reference  to  thu  pointy  it  has  seems  an  insufficient  argument,  ua  it 

been  said,  (1  Sug.  Pow.  497,)  "no  does  not  meet  the  supposablo  case  of 

perpetuity  is  created,  in  regard  to  the  the  Power  being  given  to  a  person, 

penoo  who  takes  until  appointment,  and  hie  hein^  or  other  reprettMUdiveg, 

I  I  2 
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secured,  in  the  immediate  and  unrestrained  alienability  of 
the  property,  by  means  of  the  Power.  It  may  be  true,  that 
any  alienation  of  the  property  must  be,  merely  and  simply, 
by  virtue  of  the  Power,  and  that  the  exercise  of  such  Power 
must  take  effect,  by  reference  to  the  deed  or  will  creating  it, 
and,  so  far,  a  necessity  may  seem  to  exist,  for  restricting  the 
donee,  to  the  appointment  of  interests,  which  would  have 
been  good,  if  limited  in  the  original  will  or  settlement;  but, 
if  the  essence  of  a  perpetuity  be  wanting  in  the  nature  of  the 
Power,  or,  rather,  if  the  scope  and  spirit  of  the  Power  be 
directly  adverse  to  a  perpetuity,  it  seems  too  much  to  aigiie> 
that  it  will  not  authorize  limitations,  which  might  have  been 
created,  by  a  person  having  the  absolute  dominion;  t.  e., 
such  limitations  as  will  necessarily  vest,  within  lives  in 
being  and  twenty-one  years,  computed  from  the  time  at 
which  they  are  raised. 

It  is  a  consequence  of  this  exemption  of  general  Powers 
from  the  restrictions  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  that, 
under  a  Power  to  A.,  to  appoint,  by  deed,  to  such  Uses,  &c., 
as  he  shall  think  fit,  property  may  be  limited,  to  a  son  of  A., 
unborn  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  Power,  (but  in  eue 
at  the  period  of  its  execution^)  with  remainder,  to  his  issue, 
as  purchasers;  a  setdement  which  could  not  have  been 
effected  by  A.,  or  any  other  person,  at  the  date  of  the  tn- 
etrument  creating  the  Power^  (unless  the  birth  of  the  issue  in 
the  second  degree  were  restricted  to  take  place  within  the 
proper  period,)  but,  of  which,  the  alteration  of  circumstances 
at  the  time  of  the  appointment^  admits. 

But,  with  reference  to  all  other  Powers,  rt ?.,  Powers  re- 
strained to  particular  objects,  and  not  commensurate  with 
the  entire  dominion;  which  are  contradistinguished  from 
general  Powers,  by  the  denomination  o{ particular  Powers; 
as  the  limitations  to  be  appointed,  in  some  degree,  receive 
their  form  and  condition  from  the  original  settlement  or 
will,  the  period  prescribed  for  the  vesting  of  those  limita- 
tions must  be  reckoned  from  the  instrument  creating  the 
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Pawer^  and,  unless  so  given,  as  that  they  shall  necessarily 
vest,  (if  at  all)  within  such  period,  they  will  be  void,  as  too 
remote.  These  Powers  do  not  authorize  a  disposition,  such 
as  might  have  been  made  by  a  person  absolutely  entitled : 
they  may  enable  the  donee,  to  limit  a  fee^  or  absolute  in- 
terest ;  but  not,  to  whom  he  pletises  :  and  as  the  entire  pro- 
])erty  is  not  capable  of  unrestricted  alienation  by  means  of 
the  Power,  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities  requires,  that  all 
limitations,  made  in  pursuance  of  it,  shall  be  such  only,  as 
would  have  been  valid,  if  inserted  in  the  original  will  or 
settlement,  (t)  Unless  the  exercise  of  Powers  of  appointment 
were  so  restrained,  a  facile  method  would  exist,  for  con- 
stantly evading  the  Rule  for  the  prevention  of  Perpetuities ; 
while,  as  well,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  as,  in  fact,  the  appoint- 
ment, when  made,  becomes  part  of  the  existing  settlement, 
and  takes  effect  with  reference  to  it,  and,  in  the  case  of 
realty,  out  of  the  same  original  seisin,  upon  which  that 
settlement  was  based.  (A) 

These  observations  premised,  it  will  be  proper,  to  in- 
quire into  the  rules  and  distinctions,  to  which,  the  appli- 
cation of  the  doctrines  of  remoteness,  to  Powers  of  appoint- 
ment, and  to  limitations  made  by  virtue  of  them,  has  given 
rise. 

1.  Every  Power,  the  direct  object  of  which  is  to  create  a  Powers,  the 
perpetuity,  is  absolutely  void. (/)    Thus,  where  (m)  John,  utoCTeaiea*^ 

(i)  1    Sag.   Pow.  498.     1  Jann.  b  to  be  gorerned  by  the  same  rules, 

MTills,  246.  as  all  other  appointments ;  bat  such 

(A)  In  reference  to  tbe  distinction  be-  a  notion  is  no  where  entertained,  at 

tween  general  and  particular  Powers,  the  present  day.     It  has  been  deemed 

as  they  are  affected  by  the  laws  of  unnecessary,  to  introduce,  here,  the 

remetenots,  see  BmiUr'n  note  to  Co.  arguments  of  the  learned  writer,  al- 

Litt.  271,  b.  n.  iii.  4;   PtwdTs  note  luded  to,  as  an  especial  regard  has 

to  F.   Ex    DcT.  375.     It   must   be  been  had  to  them,  in  the  obsenrations 

remarked,  that  Ifr.  PowtR  laboured  in  the  text 

to  esublish,  that,  except  where  the  (/)  1  Sug.   Pow.  180.      1  Jarm. 

general  Power  of  appointment,  and  'Wills,  247,  248.     4  Cm.  Dig.  tit. 

the  feo  simple  in  default  of  appoint  XXXIL  c.  26,  ss.  16,  17. 

ment,  are  Tested  in  the  same  person,  (m)  Spencer  v.  Duke    of    Jlforf- 

by  the  deed  creating  the  Power,  an  borough,  5  Bro.  Pari.  Ca.  592.     And 

appointment,  under  a  general  Power,  see  Heath  ▼.  Htaikt  2  Eden,  330. 
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Duke  of 
Marlborough, 


Observatioiif 
upon  .^pencer 
T.  Duke  of 
MarlbarougK 


duke  of  M.,  devised  all  his  estates,  to  trustees,  and  their 
heirs,  to  the  use  of  his  daughter,  H.,  countess  of  G.,  for 
life,   with  remainder,  to  lord  R.,  her  eldest  son,  for  life, 
with   remainder,   to   trustees,   to  preserve   contingent  re- 
mainders, with  remainder,  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of 
lord   R.,  in    tail-male,    with  remainder,  to  lord   R.   S., 
eldest  son  of  the  testator's  second  daughter.  A.,  countess  of 
A.,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  trustees,  to  preserve  con- 
tingent remainders,  with  remainder,  to  his  first  and  other 
sons,  in  tail-male,  with  remainder,  to  lord  C.  S.,  afterwards 
duke  of  M.,  and  his  issue  male,  in  the  same  manner ;  and 
the  testator  empowered  his  trustees,  on  the  birth  of  each 
son  of  the  said  lord  R.  S.,  and  lord  C.  S.,  to  revoke  and 
make  void  the  respective  uses,  limited  to  their  respective 
sons  in  tail-male,  and,  in  lieu  thereof,  to  limit  the  property, 
to  the  use  of  such  sons,  for  their  lives,  with  immediate 
remainders,  to  the  respective  sons  of  such  sons,  severally 
.and  respectively,  in  tail-male :  upon  a  question,  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  Power  of  revocation  and  new  appointment, 
given  to  the  trustees  by  the  will,  it  was  adjudged,  by  the 
House  of  Lords,  in  accordance  with  the  unanimous  opinion 
of  the  judges,  and  in  affirmance  of  a  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  that  the  Power  was  wholly  void,  as  tending  to  a 
perpetuity.     In  this  case,  the  effect  of  any  attempted  exer- 
cise of  the  Power  would  have  been,  to  vest  estates  for  life, 
in  persons  unborn  at  the  date  of  the  will,  with  remainder,  to 
the  issue  of  such  persons,  respectively,  in  tail-male  ;  which, 
as  we  have  seen,  cannot  be  effected  by  direct  limitations  in 
a  settlement,  unless  the  birth  of  the  remoter  issue  be  con- 
fined  within   proper  limits;    and,   there    being  no  such 
restraint,  in  reference  to  the  issue  to  be  entitled  under  an 
appointment  by  the  trustees  of  the  duke  of  JML's  will,  the 
Power  was  necessarily  void.     But  it  may,  perhaps,  admit  of 
question,  whether,  as  the  Power  was  capable  of  being  exer- 
cised, in  favor  of  issue  within  the  rule  of  law,  (t.  e.,  by  ap- 
pointing life-estates,  to  such  of  the  sons  of  the  testator's 
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children  as  were  horn  in  his  lifetime,  and  limiting  estates- 
tail  to  their  issue,)  the  Power  might  not  have  been  held  good, 
pro  ianto,  in  the  event  of  its  being  so  exercised,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  Rule,  as  to  ordinary  Powers,  to  be  presently 
mentioned. 

But,  it  is  to  be  remarked,  that  a  general  Power  will  not  General  Power, 
be  deemed  void,  as  tending  to  a  perpetuity,  because  it  is  exerciM  of 
itself  limited  in  exercise  of  a  previous  general  Power,  and,  S^JI^pbwcr, 
so,  proloDgs  the  period  of  the  vesting  of  an  estate  under  the  ^^^J^  ■• 
first  Power,  (n)    It  has  before  been  shown,  that  general  perpetuity. 
Powers  are  to  be  regarded  as  tantamount  to  the  absolute 
ownership ;  and  it  is  clear,  that,  as  far  as  respects  any  ques- 
tion of  remoteness,  there  would  be  no  objection  whatever  to 
an  indefinite  succession  of  general  Powers,  although  the 
estates  ultimately  i^pointed,  take  efiect  by  reference  to  the 
original  Power.     A  particular  Power,  created  under  an 
exercise  of  a  general  Power,  would,  as  it  should  seem,  be 
within  the  spirit  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  and  it, 
would,  consequently,  be    necessaiy,   in  executing  it,   to 
appoint  interests,  which  would  have  been  valid,  if  expressly 
limited  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  particular  Power. 

2.  A  particular  Power  may  embrace  objects  of  any  d^ree  Not  neceiMry. 
of  remoteness ;  t .  e,,  such  a  Power  will  not  be  void,  because  pj^^  ^ 
it  attempts  to  authorize  an  appointment,  to  persons,  not  ▼^objectiof 
necessarily  bom,  or  the  creation  of  interests,  not  necessarily 
vested,  within  the  fixed  boundaries  of  perpetuity,  (o)    The 
Power  itself  not  giving  any  right,  or  creating  any  definite 
interest,  no  danger  ensues,  fifom  the  range  of  choice  or 
selection  extending  to  objects,  whom  the  law  would  not 
allow  to  participate  in  an  express  gift.   The  possible  exercise 
of  the  Power,  in  &vor  of  such  objects,  only  answers  to 
the  chances  of  abuse,  which  attend  the  power  of  dominion, 
possessed    by   a    person    absolutely  entitled,  but    which 
have  never  been  supposed  to  justify  the  total  deprivation 

(n)  1  Sag.  Pow.  249, 250.  Juno.    VfilU,    250.      Burt.    Elem. 

(o)  1   Sag.   Pow.   281,  499.      1       Comp.  273. 
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of  that  power,  or  to  disallow  its  exercise  within  temperate 
limits.     Did  the  rules  of  law  require  an  exercise  of  the 
Power,  in  fiivor  of  every  person  answering  to  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  objects  embraced  by  it,  or  did  the  conferring 
a  Power  of  appointment  among  a  class  of  persons,,  operate 
as  an  implied  gift  to  all  the  members  of  that  class,  in  de&ult 
of  the  exercise  of  the  Power,  arguments  would  exist,  against 
extending  a  Power,  to  persons  who  could  not  legally  parti- 
cipate in  any  direct  gifl^  contemporaneous  with,  or  made 
instead  of,  the  Power.     The  security  against  the  violation 
of  the  laws  of  remoteness,  consists  in  the  very  discretion  and 
latitude  of  choice,  with  which  the  donee  of  the  Power  is 
invested,  by  it,  and  in  the  fiiihu^  and  nullification  of  his 
dispositions,  consequent  upon  an  abuse  of  that  discretion. 

It  is  a  result  of  this  rule,  that  a  Power  may  be  given 
to  a  person,  to  appoint  among  children,  grandchildren,  or 
other  issue ;  {p)  although  it  will  be  construed  to  extend  to 
issue  in  any  degree,  {jq)    And  it  should,  even,  seem,  that 
there  would  be  no  objection  to  a  Power  of  appointment, 
exclusively  among  a  class  of  issue,  (as,  children  of  children 
unborn,)  none  of  whom  could  be  included  in  any  express 
unrestricted  limitation,  if  made  at  that  time,  but  who  might 
come  in  esxe  during  the  life  qf  the  donee  of  the  Power,  or 
within  twenty-one  years  afterwards,  and  who  might,  there- 
fore, take  under  any  appointment  by  him,  which  should  be, 
in  terms,  restricted  to  all  issue  bom  within  the  allowed  limits. 
No  estate  can        3.  But,  although  there  is  no  necessity,  to  confine  the 
under  a  Power  objects  of  a  Power,  to  those  who  might  be  l^ally  included 
he  too  remMo    *°  *"  cxpress  gift  of  the  same  date,  it  is  a  long-established 

if  originally       ^^  ^^X  no  estate  or  interest  can  be  limited  under  a  par- 
created  instead  .         '^ 
of  the  Power,    ticular  Power,  which  would  have  been  too  remote,  if  limited 

in  the  deed  or  will  creating  the  Power,  (r)    The  oflSce  of 

discrimination  belongs  to  the  donee  of  the  Power;  and,  if 

(p)  BoHtledffe  V.  norril,2  \c», ir.  (r)  I    Sug.    Pow.   498.      1   Jarm. 

357.  Wills,  248. 

(9)  1  Sug.  Pow.  499. 
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properiy  discbaiged,  by  the  appointment  of  interests  which 
would  have  been  valid  in  the  original  instrumenty  the  cir- 
cumstance, that  the  Power  embraced  other  objects^  too 
remote,  will  not  affect  the  appointment ;  but  if  the  appoint- 
ment extend  to  persons,  or  create  interests,  beyond  the 
boundaries  of  perpetuity,  as  tested  by  their  insertion 
m  the  instrument  creating  the  Power,  the  appointment 
fails.  Thus,  if  A.  have  a  Power  of  appointment  among 
the  issue  of  B.,  and  he  appoint,  to  all  the  children  of  a 
son  of  B.,  who  was  unborn  at  the  date  of  the  instru- 
ment creating  the  Power,  the  appointment  is  bad ;  because 
the  grandchildren  of  B.,  comprised  in  it,  will  not  neces- 
sarily be  bom,  within  the  period  of  a  life  in  being  and 
twenty-one  years,  computed  from  the  date  of  the  original 
settlement,  (s) 

4.  But,  if  the  appointment  be,  to  such  of  the  children  of  But,  if  vesting 
B.'s  son,  as  shall  be  bom  during  the  life  of  the  donee  of  the  crested  by 
Power,  or  within  twenty-one  years  from  his  decease,  or  *5'^"*"' 
before  the  expiration  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  decease  restricted  to 

DroDer  neriod 

of  any  other  person,  or  the  survivor  of  any  number  of  ft  is  good, 
persons,  living  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  'Power,  it 
will  be  entirely  free  irom  objection,  because  such  a  limi- 
tation would  have  been  valid,  if  contained  in  the  original 
settlement  or  will,  (t)  And  so,  if  the  appointment  be,  to  the 
children  of  B.,  (he  having  none  when  the  Power  was  created,) 
on  their  attainment  of  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  or  other 
age  above  majority,  it  will  be  void,  as  too  remote,  inasmuch 
as,  under  such  a  limitation,  if  inserted  in  the  deed  creating 
the  Power,  the  vesting  of  the  interests  of  the  children 
might  have  been  suspended,  for  a  longer  period,  than  a 
particular  life  or  number  of  lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one 
years.  But,  if,  by  the  appointment,  the  attainment  of 
the  required  ages,  by  the  children  of  B.,  be  confined  to  take 

(•)  lUAinstm  ▼.  Hardeagth^  2  Bro.  denett,  ▼.  Elwes,  7  Vcs.  382. 

C.  C.  344.     Britivw  ▼.  Ward€,  2  Vvs.  (<)  See  1  Jarm.  Wills,  249 ;  2  Sug. 

jr.  336.     Routietlge  v.  DorriU  ib.  357.  Pow.  286. 
CfMiiper.  Barrow,  4  Vcs.  681.  Brt(' 
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place  within  the  legal  limits  of  remotenesBy  computed  from 
the  taking  effect  of  the  original  will  or  settlement,  it  will  be 
unobjectionable ;  as  such  restriction  on  the  happening  of  the 
specified  event,  in  itself  too  remote,  would  have  sufficed  to 
restrain  its  tendency  to  a  perpetui^,  if  inserted  in  the  in- 
strument creating  the  Power.  It  will  be  observed,  that, 
wherever  the  appointment  is  to  the  grandchildren  or 
remoter  issue  of  the  person,  in  &vor  of  whose  issue  the 
Power  was  created,  and  the  birth  of  the  issue,  to  take  under 
the  appointment,  is  restricted  to  the  period  of  twenty-<me 
years  after  the  expiration  of  any  life  or  lives,  the  vesting  of 
the  interests  of  the  issue  must  not  be  postponed  beyond 
their  births  as  the  whole  period  of  the  perpetuity-boundary 
is  absorbed  by  the  contingency  which  siurounds  the  objects 
of  the  gift*  If,  therefore,  it  be  desired,  to  suspend  the  vest- 
ing of  the  shares  of  the  issue,  till  their  majority,  care  must 
be  taken,  to  provide,  that  the  issue,  who  are  included  under 
the  appointment,  shall  be  bom,  during  the  life  of  the  donee 
of  the  Power,  or  during  the  lives  of  any  persons,  living  at 
the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  Power,  and  the  life  of  the 


survivor.  ' 


It  is  true,  that  the  terms,  in  which  the  rule,  as  to  the 
interests  which  may  be  created  underappointmentB,  is  some- 
times (t«)  stated,  declare,  that  an  appointment  to  the  issue  of 
a  person,  unborn  at  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  Power, 
is,  in  every  c€ue,  absolutely  void,  without  reference  to  the 
birth  of  such  remoter  issue  being  restricted  to  happen  within 
the  legal  period.  But,  this  view  of  the  doctrine,  it  is  con- 
ceived, proceeds,  rather,  from  a  recollection  of  the  manner, 
in  which,  limitations  to  the  children  of  unborn  persons  are, 
for  the  most  part,  made,  (such  gifb  being,  generally,  uncon* 
fined  in  point  of  time,)  than,  from  any  impressicm  or  const- 
deration  of  the  essence  of  the  question  as  to  the  remoteness 
of  such  limitations,  which  is,  whether  they  may  possibly  trans- 
gress the  boundaries  of  perpetuity.    If,  then,  by  providing, 

(n)  BuUer*t  n.  to  Co.  Litt.  27 1  b,  n.  iii.  4.    Fkfwtirn  n.  to  F.  Ex.  Der.  319. 
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that  the  issue,  to  whom  the  appointment  is  made,  shall  be 
bora  within  the  fixed  limits  of  remoteness,  computed  from 
the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  Power,  all  possible  tendency 
to  a  perpetuity,  in  the  gift  to  them,  be  obviated,  it  is  diffi- 
calt,  to  imagine,  upon  what  groundsf,  such  an  appointment 
can  be  considered  too  remote,  {v)  Were  the  doctrine  of  a 
pombility  upon  a  posnbility  of  recognised  force,  in  such  a 
case,  the  absolute  condemnation  to  invalidity,  of  all  gifts  to 
the  issue  of  persons  unborn,  would  not  be  entirely  without 
foundation.  But,  that  doctrine  is  generally  admitted  to 
have  no  authority  in  regard  to  such  limitations :  and,  were  it 
otherwise,  the  effect  of  the  application  of  such  a  doctrine, 
would  not  be,  to  prove  the  limitation  invalidated  by  it,  void 
/or  remoteness  ;  which  is  a  question  of  law,  entirely  distinct 
irom  the  old  Common  law  notion  of  double  possibilities,  and 
was,  moreover,  little  known  or  understood,  at  the  period, 
when  the  latter  had  all  the  force,  which  fanciful  and  inge- 
nious lawyers  could  give  it  There  seems  no  ground,  there- 
fore, for  doubting,  that  every  limitation  in  an  appointment, 
whether,  to  the  issue  of  persons  unborn  at  the  time  of  the 
creation  of  the  Power,  or  not,  which  is  so  made,  that  it  must 
vest,  if  at  all,  within  any  life  or  number  of  lives,  in  esse  at 
the  taking  effect  of  the  original  will  or  settlement,  and 
twenty-one  years  afterwards,  is  within  the  legal  boundaries 
of  remoteness,  and,  consequently,  valid,  (tr) 

A  question  seems  to  arise,  as  to  how  far  an  appointment  Appoincineiit 
would  be  good,  if  made  to  the  child  of  a  person  unborn  at  child  unborn 
the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  Power,  living  at  the  date  of  *^  ^™®  ^^ 


(v)  Vidt  Mupra,  pp.  420,  421 . 

(»)  It  18,  also,  sometimes  said,  (see 
judgment  in  BotUledge  v.  Dorril,  ubi 
npra;  arguemL  Jenon  t.  Wright  2 
Biigh,  1  ;  1  Sag.  Pow.  499  ;)  that  an 
appoiDtment  will  be  good,  if  it  is  con- 
fined to  isswe  Kving  at  the  decease  of 
the  donee  J  thereby  giving  rise  to  the 
inference,  that,  if  extended  to  issue 
bom    iiiierwards,    (althougli.  \«ithin 


twenty-one  years,)  the  appointment  is 
bad :  but  it  seems  impossible,  to  sup- 
port an  appointment,  to  children  of 
unborn  children,  living  at  the  decease 
of  the  donee  of  the  Power,  by  any 
argument,  which  does  not  equally  sub- 
stantiate an  appointment,  to  issue  bom 
at  any  time  within  the  extreme  KnUtt  of 
remoteness. 
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When  Poucr 


the  appointmenty  and  specifically  named  in  it.  The  dif- 
ference, between  such  an  appointment,  and  those  before 
illustrated,  is,  that  the  frame  and  tenor  of  the  appointment, 
from  the  nature  of  the  case,  do  not  supply  that  restrictive 
protection  from  the  violation  of  the  Rule  against  Perpe- 
tuities, which  would  have  been  necessary,  were  the  limita- 
tions incorporated  into  the  instrument  creating  the  Power, 
in  lieu  of  that  Power,  and  which  is  ordinarily  necessary  in 
every  appointmeniy  made  to  an  unascertained  class  of  issue, 
the  children  of  a  person  unborn  at  the  time  of  the  cieadon 
of  the  Power.  Supposing,  the  gift  to  be  to  the  first,  second, 
or  third  grandchild,  it  is  evident,  that  no  such  limitation 
could  have  been  inserted  in  the  deed  creating  the  Power, 
unless  it  were  provided,  that  the  object  of  the  gift  should 
come  in  esse,  within  some  life  or  lives  in  being  and  twenty- 
one  years.  The  fact,  that,  at  the  time  of  the  appointment, 
such  grandchild  has  actually  come  in  esse,  within  a  life 
in  being,  cannot  be  r^arded,  in  reference  to  the  ques- 
tion^ of  the  validity  of  the  appointment;  as  the  limitaticm 
must  be  considered,  in  all  respects,  as  if  it  had  formed  part 
of  the  original  settlement,  and,  at  the  time  of  that  settle- 
ment, it  could  not  be  predicated,  with  certainty,  that  any 
grandchildren  would  be  bom  within  the  boundaries  of 
legal  remoteness.  It  seems,  therefore,  an  inevitable  coochi- 
sion,  that  a  gift,  such  as  that  alluded  to,  must  be  treated,  as 
void  for  remoteness,  although,  in  fact  and  reality,  the  Rule 
against  Perpetuities  is  not  violated  by  it 

The  same  conclusion  must,  also,  be  arrived  at,  with 
respect  to  an  appointment,  to  the  children  of  a  child  unborn 
at  the  time  pf  the  creation  of  the  Power,  when  that  child 
dies  previously  to  the  appointment^  and  when,  therefore, 
according  to  the  course  of  events,  all  objecdon,  on  the  score 
of  remoteness,  to  the  appointment,  is,  in  feet,  precluded ; 
although,  as  such  a  gift  would  have  been  void,  if  originally 
limited,  instead  of  the  Power,  it  is  clearly  insupportable. 

5.  Where  the  Power  is  created  by  will,  the  time,  from 
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which  to  compute  the  period  of  perpetuity,  in  reference  to  created  by 
the  Talidity  of  the  appointment,  is,  the  death  of  the  testator,  uon  made  "**" 
when  the  will  is  consummated ;  and,  where  the  Power  is  ^^^^^  of 

'  testator ; 

limited  by  deed,  the  computation  commences  at  its  date,  (j;)  y^^^i  ^y  <^«H 
It  follows,  therefore,  that,  in  the  case  of  a  Power  of  appoint- 
ment, among  the  issue  of  a  person,  created  by  will,  if  a 
child  be  bom,  after  the  date  of  the  will,  but,  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  testator,  an  appointment  may  be  made  to  the  issue  of 
that  child,  without  any  restriction,  in  regard  to  the  time  of 
the  birth  of  such  issue:  the  child  bom  in  the  testator's  life- 
time standing  in  the  same  situation,  in  reference  to  the 
limitations  under  the  Power,  as  a  child  bom  at  the  date  of 
the  deed,  where  the  Power  is  created  by  deed.  But,  it 
must  be  observed,  no  distinction  exists  in  reganl  to  the 
mode  of  the  execution  of  a  Power ;  {y)  the  criterion,  in 
eveiy  case,  being,  the  validity  of  the  limitations  in  the 
appointment,  if,  and  considered  as,  inserted  in  the  deed  or 
will  creating  the  Power. 

6.  Where  a  gift  under  a  Power  extends  to  persons,  or  Appointment, 
creates  interests,  not  within  the  line  of  perpetuity,  and  the  objerts'tlw 
part  or  proportion  of  the  subject  of  the  gift,  in  respect  of  f®™®*? ^  wMlj 
which  there  is  excess,  cannot  be  separated  from  tha^  which  of  valid 
is  well  appointed,  or,  in  other  words,  where  every  part  of  |!^[^ 
the  appointment  is  made  uncertain  by  the  excess,  or  is  ^^^°^^ 
involved  in  the  same  remote  contingency,  {z)  in  such  case, 
the  appointment  wholly  fails,  and  the  property  comprised 
in  the  Power,  cannot  be  given  to  those  objects,  to  whom  it 
might  have  been,  l^ally  appointed,  (a)   Thus,  in  a  well- 
known  case,  (6)  personal  estate  was  settled,  on  marriage,  for 
the  husband,  for  life,  then,  for  the  wife,  for  life,  then,  to  and 
among  all  and  eveiy  the  children  and  grandchildren  or 
issue  of  the  husband  and  wife,  in  such  shares,  under  such 

is)   1  Sag.  Pow.  498.     Bvtkr't  371. 
note  to  Co.  Litt  271  b»  n.  liL  4.  (s)  Burt.  Elem.  Comp.  273. 

Powdr%  note  to  F.  Ex.  Dev.  364,  (a)  2  Sag.  Pow.  70. 

371,  372.  (6)  RoitOedge  v.  DorrO,  2  Yes.  jr. 

(y)  V(m«W%  note  to  F.  Ex.  De?.  356. 
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restrictions,  at  such  times,  and  in  such  manner,  as  they  or 
the  survivor  should  appoint,  by  deed  or  deeds,  or  by  wiU, 
and  for  want  of  appointment,  to  all  and  every  the  children 
and  grandchildren  or  issue,  living  at  the  decease  of  the  sur- 
vivor, equally,  payable  at  twenty-one  or  marriage;  if  but  one, 
to  that  one :  and  it  was  held,  that  an  appointment  to  any  issue 
not  living  must  be  restrained  to  twenty-one  years  after  lives 
in  being  at  the  creation  of  the  power,  and  that,  otherwige,  the 
appointment  was  void,  even  as  to  such  as  came  in  esse  within 
those  limits. 

The  ground,  on  which  the  excess  of  a  portion  of  the 
appointment  is  considered  to  vitiate  the  whole  of  it,  is,  that 
it  cannot  be  declared,  with  certainty,  how  the  dispositions 
of  the  appointor  would  have  been  regulated,  had  he 
been  aware  of  his  inability,  to  extend  them  to  some  whom 
he  has  included  in  his  gifts.  And,  moreover,  if  the  limita- 
tion under  the  Power  be  read  as  inserted  in  the  deed 
creating  the  Power,  it  is  evident,  that,  where  a  part  of  the 
appointment  fails  for  excess,  the  whole  must  be  involved  in 
its  fate,  because  such  failure  implies,  that  all  the  interests 
created  were  not  so  given,  as  necessarily  to  vest  within  the 
perpetuity-line ;  and  we  have  before  seen,  that,  wherever 
such  is  the  character  of  direct  original  limitations,  they  are 
wholly  void  for  remoteness,  notwithstanding  actual  events 
might  enable  some,  or,  even,  all,  of  them,  to  take  eflect 
within  the  required  period.  But, 
&ci(f;  if  excess  7.  If  the  portion  of  the  appointment,  which  exceeds  the 
can  ^^Mcer^'^    boundary  of  perpetuity,  be  definite  and  ascertained,  or  can 

be  rendered  so,  (for,  id  certum  est  quod  certum  reddi  potest,) 
and  can  be  separated  from  that,  in  respect  of  which  there  is 
no  excess,  then,  it  should  seem,  those  objects  of  the  Power, 
in  whose  &vor  there  is  a  valid  appointment,  may  take  the 
shares  or  interests  destined  for  them,  and  the  residue  of  the 
property,  subject  to  the  Power,  will  devolve,  as  unappointed ; 
in  other  words,  the  appointment  will  be  good,  pro  tanto.  (c) 

(c)  2  Sug.  Pow.  67—77.     Bart.  Elem.  Comp.  273. 
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Thusy  it  has  been  said,  (cc)  if  property  should  be  appointed, 
between  the  parent,  capaUe,  and  his  children,  incapable,  in 
equal  moietes,  it  seems  clear,  that  the  parent  would  be  en- 
titled to  his  moiety.     In  such  a  case,  the  two  moieties  may, 
as  r^ards  any  question  of  remoteness,  be  considered,  as 
distinct  fimds  or  properties ;  and,  in  that  view,  it  is  plain, 
remoteness  in  the  gift  of  one  moiety  can,  in  no  way,  affect 
that  of  the   other.     If,  however,    the  nature  or  extent 
of  the  diares  of  the  objects,  capable,  depend  upon  the 
number  of  persons  answering  the  description  of  the  class,  in- 
capable ;  that  is,  if  the  whole  property  is  to  be  distributed 
between  all  the  appointees,  in  aliquot  parts ;  then,  it  would 
seem,  that  the  valid  appointees  could  not  take  the  shares,  to 
which  they  would  have  been  entitled,  upon  a  division,  if  the 
whole  appointment  had  been  valid.     Thus,  if  the  appoint- 
ment is  made  to  persons,  valid  objects  of  the  Power,  living 
and  ascertained,  and  to  a  class  of  per^ns,  embracing  objects 
too  remote,  there  seems  no  reason  to  suppose,  that  the 
specified  appointees  could  take  their  proportion  of  the  ap- 
pointed property,  although  they  might  have  done  so,  had  a 
spedfic  share  been  allotted  to  them,  separately  and  distinctly. 
Such  a  case  is  materially  different  from  that,  of  an  appoint- 
ment to  objects  of  the  Power,  all  capable,  and  to  persons, 
iirangers  to  the  Powers  in  distributive  shares,  where  it  seems 
perfectly  allowable,  that  the  appointees,  who  are  objects  of 
the  Power,  should  take  the  shares,  to  which  they  would  have 
been  entitled,  upon  the  supposition  of  the  whole  appoint- 
ment being  good,  notwithstanding  the  invalidity  of  the 
rest  of  the  appointment,  {d)  for  such  invalidity  arises  from 
the  extenoion  of  the  appointment,  to  persons,  not  objects 
of  the  Power ;  and  the  gift  to  whom  is,  therefore,  simply 
nugatory ;  and  not,  from  the  remoteness  of  persons  who  are 
objects. 
In   these   cases,  the  simple  rule  on  which  the  Courts 

(ce)  2  Sug.  Pow.  72.  See  2  Sog.  Pow.  69,  et  Meg. 

(d)  Sadler  ▼.  Pratt,  5  Sim.  632. 
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Where  limita- 
tions are  by 
way  of 
particular- 
estate  and 
remainder, 
remainder  may 
be  void,  and 
particular- 
estate,  good. 


Limitation  in 
appointment, 
postponed  to 
one  which  is 
too  remote, 
also  yoid. 


act,  seems  to  be,  that,  when  a  Power  is  exceeded  in  the 
execution,  in  order  to  reject  the  excess,  and  let  the  ap- 
pointment stand,  pro  tanio,  it  must  be  distinctly  seen,  what 
the  person  executing  the  Power  had  in  view;  and  the 
Court  must  be  satisfied,  that,  if  he  had  rightly  understood 
the  extent  of  his  Power,  he  would  so  have  executed  it.  (e) 

8.  Where,  under  a  Power,  interests  are  given  by  way  of 
particular-estate  and  remainder,  (including  analogous  gifts 
of  personal  estate,)  and  the  particular^state  is  limited  to 
a  valid  object  of  the  Power,  but  the  remainder  is  too  remote, 
the  appointment  will  not  be  wholly  void,  but,  only,  the  gift 
in  remainder.  (/)  In  such  a  case,  the  interests,  in  respect  of 
which  there  is  an  excess  of  the  Power,  being  distinct  and 
separable  from  the  valid  portion  of  the  appointment,  there 
is  no  reason  for  involving  the  primary  limitation,  in  the 
remoteness  of  the  remainder.  The  property,  therefore, 
subject  to  the  partial  gift,  remains  unappointed,  and  devolves 
to  those,  who  are  entitled,  in  default  of  appointment,  under 
the  original  will  or  settlement. 

We  have  before  seen,  however,  tha^  where  the  Power  is 
executed  by  will,  and  the  subject  of  it  is  an  estate  of 
inheritance,  the  doctrine  of  gy^pres  may,  if  the  remainder 
be  limited  to  the  issue  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  give  estates- 
tail  to  them,  be  applicable,  to  bring  the  ulterior  limitation 
within  the  proper  boundary,  by  vesting,  in  the  first  appointee, 
an  estate,  corresponding  to  the  measure  and  extent  of 
the  remainder  to  his  issue.  (^) 

9.  Where  a  gift  under  a  Power  is  void,  as  too  remote,  a 
subsequent  limitation,  expectant  on  or  engrafted  upon  it,  ia^ 
also,  void,  although  made  to  a  valid  object  of  the  Power,  and 
although  the  persons  entitled  under  the  void  limitation 


(e)  HamUUm  ▼.  Roy$e,  2  Sch.  & 
L.  315. 

(/)  Adami  y.  Adami,  Ck>wp.  651. 
Bruto»  ?.  Warde^  2  Yes.  jr.  336. 
J9<wtfN^  ▼.  DorrUj  ib.  357.     Bru- 


dneU  Y,  Sheet,  1  BMt,  442 ;  7  Vcs. 
382.  BtOeher  t.  Btddktr,  9  Yes. 
382. 

(y)  1  Sag.  Pow.  4U9. 
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entirely  faiL  (A)  If  there  be  persons,  answering  the  description 
of  those  intended  to  take  under  the  void  limitation,  there  is 
no  pretence  for  accelerating  the  remainder,  for  the  latter  is 
not  to  take  effect,  by  the  terms  of  the  gift,  until  the  fidlure  of 
persons  who  are  in  existence.  And,  if  there  be  a  failure  of 
the  objects  of  the  void  limitation,  the  ulterior  gift  is  equally 
incapable  of  being  validated,  because,  by  the  Rule  against 
Perpetuities,  a  limitation  must  be  so  framed,  as  necessarily 
to  take  effect  within  the  fixed  period,  and  the  accidental 
fiiilure  of  the  persons  intended  to  take  under  a  prior  remote 
gift,  cannot  remedy  the  original  invalidity  of  the  limitation 
expectant  upon  it 

10.  But,  where  the  contingency,  upon  which  the  ulterior  But  where 

there  are 

gift  under  the  Power  is  to  take  effect,  is  such,  that  the  alternative 
appointment  may  beregarded  as  one  with  a  double  aspect;  feing^jd, 
that  is,  where  there  are,  in  fact,  two  distinct  alternate  limi-  ■^**'®,??^' 

^  ^       ^'  ^  void,  valid  gift 

talions,  one  of  which  is  depehdent  on  a  remote  event,  and  may  take 
the  other,  on  one  that  is  not  so;  the  fiulure  of  the  objects  of  one  fails. 
the  limitation  which  is  loo  remote,  will  operate  to  give 
efiect  to  the  alternative  contingency,  in  respect  of  which 
there  is  no  excess  of  power.  (»)  As,  however,  this  point 
win  more  properly  call  for  consideration,  in  connexion  with 
the  general  subject  of  limitations  with  a  double  aspect,  as 
they  are  affected  by  the  laws  of  remoteness,  (k)  no  further 
reference  to  it  is  necessary,  in  this  place. 

11.  Again,  when  there  is  an  absolute  appointment  to  In  ease  of 
valid  objects  of  the  Power,  solely,  in  the  first  instance,  and  strictions  on 
the  appointor  afterwards  superadds  restrictions  to  the  gift,  j^i^^ent, 
which,  if  carried  out,  would  render  it  void  for  remoteness,  fo™«f  re- 

,  .  .  .  ,  iected,and 

the  appointment  will  be  held  valid,  and  the  void  restrictive  latter  stands. 

clause,  rejected.  (/)     The  particular  discussion  of  this  point 

• 

(A)  2  Sug.   Pow.   73.     And  see  (i)  2  Sug.  Pow.  77, 78. 

Eouibdge  v.  Dorril,  2  Ves.  jr.  357 ;  {k)  Vide  infra,  ch.  21. 

AluamUrr,  Alexander,   2  Ves.   sr.  (/)  2  Sag.  Pow.  79,279.    iJarm. 

640;   RMneon  v.   HardcatiU,  2  T.  Wills,  257.    2  Prest.  Abst.  164.  See 

B.  211 ;  BmdeneB  v.  Ehns,  1  East,  Carver  y,  Bowlee,  2  Russ.  &  My.  301 ; 

442  ;  7  Yea.  3S2.  Kampfy,  Jones,  2  Keen,  756. 
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willy  also,  be  more  appropriate,  when  the  subject,  of  which 

it  is  a  branch,  occurs  for  attention. 
^2j«J»J^w^         12.  Although,  when  a  Power' embraces  objects,  not  ne- 
penons  within  ccssarilj  within  the  perpetuity-boundary,  an  appointment 
ISI^i^not        to  a  class,  including  persons  too  remote,  is  void,  as  a 

whole,  yet,  if  the  Power  authorize  an  appointment  to  per- 


to 

restrict  ap- 

pointminit  to  gons  capable  within  the  Rule  against  PerpetuUieSi  only,  an 
appointment,  extending  to  persons  too  remote,  and,  there- 
fore, strangers  to  the  Power ^  will  be  good,  pro  tanio  /  the 
appointment,  so  fiu:  as  regards  the  shares  of  the  remote 
appointees,  being  endrely  nugatoiy.  (m)  Thus,  if  a  Power 
be  given  to  A.,  to  appoint  among  his  children,  grandchil- 
dren, and  other  issue,  as  he  shall  think  fit,  such  issue  being 
bom  in  his  lifetime,  or  within  twenty-one  years  after  his 
decease,  an  appointment  to  the  whole  class  of  the  children  of 
an  unborn  child  of  A.,  without  limiting  the  time  of  the  birth 
of  such  issue,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  Power, 
will  be  void,  only,  as  to  such  of  the  grandchildren  as  are 
not  bom  within  the  required  period,  but,  will  be  valid,  as  to 
all  such  members  of  the  class,  as  are  objects  of  the  Power^ 
that  is,  such  as  are  within  the  limits  prescribed  by  the  Rule 
against  Perpetuities.  The  remote  appointees  not  being 
objects  of  the  Power,  the  remoteness  afiecting  the  gift  to 
them,  can  no  more  invalidate  the  rest  of  the  appointment, 
than  would  the  introduction  into  it  of  the  names  of  persons, 
not  forming  a  portion  of  the  class,  to  which  the  valid  ap- 
pointees belongs  and,  in  reference  to  whom,  no  question  of 
remoteness  could  arise.     The  limits  of  the  Power  and  the 

4 

Rule  against  Perpetuities  are,  in  feet,  co-extensive ;  and  the 
consideration  of  the  effect  of  any  remoteness  in  the  invalid 
gift  is  excluded,  by  its  not  being  within  the  authori^ 
conferred  by  the  Power. 

Whether,  indeed,  in  a  case  such  as  that  supposed,  the 
members  of  the  class  included  in  the  Power,  would  sue- 

(m)  1  Jamu  Wills,  260.    See  in*       Chwreh  t.  Kembk,  5  Sm.  526 ',  and 
stances  of  Powers  thus  restrictod,  in      in  Kamp/y,  Jones,  vbi  n^pra. 
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ceed  to  the  whole  property,  or,  only,  to  such  shares  as 
they  would  have  been  entitled  to,  upon  a  division  of  the 
property,  had  the  entire  appointment  been  valid,  it  may 
be  diflScuIt  to  say.  It  may  be  contended,  on  the  one 
hand,  that  the  appointment  being  to  a  class,  embracing 
objects  not  within  the  Power,  it  must  be  read,  as  con- 
fined to  such  members  of  the  class  as  an  appointment 
might  be  made  to,  under  the  Power ;  wlule,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  may  be  urged,  that  the  animus  of  the  appointor 
was,  to  give  each  member  of  the  class  named  in  his  appoint- 
ment, a  proportionate  share,  equivalent  or  corresponding  to 
his  position  relatively  to  all  the  other  members,  and  that, 
therefore,  any  enlargement  of  that  share,  by  distribution  of 
the  whole  property  among  a  portion  only  of  the  class, 
operates  adversely  to  the  intended  exercise  of  the  Power. 
In  &vor  of  this  latter  view,  is  the  analogy  deducible  from 
what  would  be  the  undoubted  construction,  in  reference  to 
an  appointment  to  several  persons,  ascertained  and  by  name, 
some  of  whom  were  objects  of  the  Power,  and  some,  strangers 
to  it,  when  each  valid  appointee  would,  questionless,  take  a 
share,  proportioned  to  the  a^regate  number  of  the  ap- 
pointees, although  some  of  these  were  strangers  to  the 
Power.  An  adverse  consideration  is,  that,  by  the  construc- 
tion in  question,  effisct  cannot  be  given  to  the  appointment, 
until  the  number  of  the  individuals,  comprised  in  the  class 
intended  to  take  under  it,  is  determined;  which  will  neces- 
sarily exceed  the  period  of  the  ascertainment  of  the  valid 
appointees  (and,  therefore,  the  perpetuity-line),  whenever 
the  parent  of  the  class  of  issue  intended  to  take,  outlives  the 
term  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  determination  of  the  life 
or  lives  originally  named,  (n) 

(»)  This  difficnlty  leems  to  have  good,  pro  tanto.**    This  assumes,  the 

escaped  the  aitentioo  of  Mr.  Jarnum,  proportion  of  those  who  can  take  under 

(I  Treatise  on  Wills,  p.  250,}  when  the  Power,  to  the  aggregate  numbers 

he  sajs,  **  an  appointment  to  a  more  of  members  of  the  common  class,  to  be 

extensive  range  of  issue,**  than  that  ascertained.    But,  how  can  it  be  as- 

indnded  in  iJie  Power,  *' would  be  certained,   until  all  those  members 

K   K   2 
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Of  course,  when,  by  the  death  of  the  parent,  whose 
issue  are  mtended  to  take  under  the  appointment,  prior 
to  the  expiration  of  the  period  limited  by  the  Power, 
the  class  of  objects  of  the  Power,  and  of  appointees,  conasis 
of  the  same  persons,  the  appointment  is  whoUy  good,  and 
the  property  becomes  divisible  amongst  all  the  parties  named 
in  the  appointment 

The  distinguishing  feature  to  be  noticed,  in  cases  of  the 
confinement  of  the  Power  to  objects  within  the  line  of  pei^ 
petuity,  is,  that  all  necessity  for  restricting  the  appoint* 
ment,  in  terms,  to  persons  not  too  remote,  is  removed,  as, 
from  the  nature  of  the  case,  only  that  portion  of  it,  which  is 
made  to  such  persons,  is  in  conformity  with  the  terms  of 
the  Power,  and,  therefore,  valid. 

It  must  be  remarked,  that  no  judicial  authority  is  to  be 
adduced,  in  support  of  the  views  advanced  under  this 
branch  of  the  subject  of  Powers,  as  they  are  aiFected  by  the 
provisions  of  law  against  Perpetuities ;  but,  it  is  conceived, 
the  principles  on  which  they  rest,  will  sufBciently  recom- 
mend them  to  reception,  (o) 


ha^e  oome  im  nwef  And,  if  they 
will  not  all  necessarily  be  born  within 
the  perpetuity-boundary,  (which,  ex 
kgpoihe$i,  in  the  case,)  where  is  the 
security  against  the  violatian  of  the 
Role? 

(o)  In   Kdmpf  ▼.  Jonet,  «frt  $upra, 
where  an  instance  of  the   class  of 
Powers,  here  considered,    occorred, 
there  was  an  absolute  appointment,  to 
a  daughter  of  the  appointor,  with  a 
subsequent  qualifying  clause,  direct- 
ing a  settlement  on  the  ^pointee,  for 
life,  for  her  separate  use,  with  re- 
mainder, to  the  issue  generally :  and 
liord  LanpdaU,  M.  R..held,  that  the 
absolute  gift  ought  to  ha?e  eflect, 
**  subject    to    the  limitations    which 
were  within  the  power,  and  free  from 


the  others.'*  Now.  it  seems  clear, 
that  all  the  issue  of  the  appointee, 
bom  in  the  life  of  the  appointor,  were 
within  the  power ;  and  it  should  appeu; 
therefore,  that  the  restrictive  gHI  was 
good  as  to  all  such  issue.  Notwith- 
standing, however,  his  lordship  used 
the  general  words,  before  mentiaoed, 
as  to  the  restrictive  clause,  (which 
might,  possibly,  be  intended  only  to 
refer  to  the  trust  for  separate  nse,)  it 
can  no  where  be  collected  from  the 
decision,  whether  the  learned  judge 
had  in  view  any  such  partial  operatioo 
of  the  qualifying  gift,  with  reference 
to  the  issue  of  the  appointee ;  although 
his  expressions  fully  admit  of  such  a 
supposition. 


501 


CHAPTER  XXL 

OF  THK  RULE  AGAINST  PERPETUITIES^  AS  IT  AFFECTS  LIMI- 
TATIONS ON  ALTERNATIVE  CONTINGENCIES^  OR,  CONTIN- 
GENCIES  WITH  A  DOUBLE  ASPECT. 

We  have  seen,  that  there  is  a  general  rule,  in  the  nature 
of  an  adjunct  to  the  Rule  agiunst  Perpetuities,  that  every 
limitation  of  a  future  interest  in  property,  must,  in  its  original 
fomiy  be  such,  that  it  will  necessarily  vest,  if  at  all,  within  the 
legal  boundaries  of  remoteness ;  and  that,  in  deciding  on  its 
validity,  in  reference  to  the  perpetuity-rule,  no  regard 
whatever  can  be  had  to  actual  events,  although  such,  as 
might  have  been  antecedently  contemplated,  as  the  contin- 
gencies, on  which  to  suspend  the  limitation. 

But  there  is  one  exception  to  this  Rule ;  in  some  degree,  limitation  on 
founded  on  the  Rule  itself.     It  is,  that.  whe..  a  limitation  is  :ji^ 
made,  to  take  effect  on  two  alternative  events,  one  of  which  ^JjjJ'^^ni*^^ 
is  too  remote,  and  the  other,  valid,  as  within  the  prescribed  eflbct,  if  that 
limits,  although  the  gift  is  void,  so  far  as  it  depends  upon    ^P*"' 
the  remote  event,  it  will  be  allowed  to  take  effect,  on  the 
happening  of  the  alternative  one.(p)    Thus,  if  there  be  a  ninstratioiis  of 
gift,  to  an  unborn  child  of  a  person  in  esse,  when  he  shall  *^  *»<™*- 
attain  twenty-three  years  of  age ;  and  in  case  the  child 
shall  not  attiun  that  age,  or  in  the  event  of  no  child  being 
born,  then,  over.     The  limitation,  regarded  as  depending 
on  the  event  of  the  unborn  child  not  attaining  twenty-three, 
is,  manifestly,  void,  for  remoteness ;  but  there  is  no  such 

(p)  See  1  Jarm.  Wills,  241. 
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objection  to  it,  viewed  as  a  gift,  to  take  effect  in  case  a  per- 
son in  esse  shall  die  without  a  child,  as  that  event  must 
happen,  if  at  all,  at  the  expiration  of  a  life  in  being. 

So,  if  there  be  a  limitation  to  A.,  and  his  heirs,  and  if  B. 
die  without  issue,  or,  having  such,  if  all  such  issue  die  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years  :  the  gift-over,  in  the  event  of 
the  general  failure  of  B.'s  issue,  is  too  remote ;  but  the  alter- 
native gift,  to  take  effect  in  case  of  their  being  issue,  and  of 
their  death  under  twenty-one,  is  free  from  objection,  as 
the  period  of  a  life  in  being  and  twenty-one  years  wUl 
ascertain,  whether  the  limitation  shall  take  effect,  or  not  (9) 

Again,  a  limitation  to  A.,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  his 
imbom  son,  for  life,  with  remainder,  In  contingency,  to  vest 
on  the  death  of  the  unborn  child,  or,  on  the  death  ofA.j 
without  leaving  such  child,  would  be  valid :  for,  although 
the  ultimate  remainder  is  too  remote,  so  far  as  its  vesting  is 
postponed  to  the  decease  of  the  unborn  tenant  for  life,  and 
would,  therefore,  fidl,  if  such  tenant  for  life  came  in  esse ; 
yet,  it  will  be  good,  if  A.  die  without  leaving  any  child,  at 
the  time  of  his  decease. 

And,  fiirther,  if  a  limitation  were  made,  to  an  unborn 
child  of  A.,  who  should  acquire  some  qualification,  not 
necessarily  to  be  attained  by  him  during  minority,  with  a 
gift-over,  in  default  of  a  person,  answering  the  requisite 
description,  or,  in  case  of  no  child  of  A.  being  bom;  the 
ulterior  limitation  would  be  too  remote,  so  fiur  as  its  opera- 
tion depended  on  the  non-acquisition  of  the  prescribed 
qualification,  by  A.*s  child ;  but  it  might  veiy  properly  take 
effect,  in  the  alternative  event  of  A.'s  not  having  any  chiki. 

And,  yet  again,  (to  mention  but  one  other  illustration,) 
the  before-noticed  case  of  a  gift  of  personalty,  to  one,  for 
life,  and,  afterwards,  to  his  issue,  by  purchase,  with  a  limita- 
tion-over, in  default  of  issue  of  the  legatee  for  hie,  is  another 
instance  of  limitations  of  this  kind,  although  somewhat  dif- 

(9)  Sec  Beard  v.  WnicoH,  5  T«nnt  393. 
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fering  from  the  previous  examples:  there,  the  giA-over 
takes  effect,  only,  in  case  of  a  failure  of  the  objects  of  the 
preceding  limitation,  and  bj  way  of  substitution  for  it ;  and 
it  is  wholly  void,  in  the  event  of  the  first  interest  vesting,  (r) 

These  are  called  limitations  with  a  double  aspect,  or.  Nature  and 
more  properly,  limitations  on  a  contingency  with  a  double  J£^^"  "^ 
aspect;  t.  e.,  they  contemplate  two  events,  distinct  from 
each  other,  on  either  of  which,  the  gift  is  intended  to  take 
effect,  and  the  remoteness  of  one  of  which,  therefore,  in  no 
way  affects  the  other,  in  case  of  its  being  actually  realized. 
And  gifts  of  this  kind  so  fiur  differ  from  all  other  limitations^ 
in  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  them,  in  reference  to  the 
laws  of  remoteness,  that  the  validity  of  them  depends 
entirely  on  subsequent  events  :  if  the  event  be  such  as  gives 
operation  to  the  remote  contingency,  or,  in  other  words^ 
decides,  that,  of  the  two  contingencies,  that  (if  either)  hap- 
pens, which  is  without  the  perpetuity-line,  then,  the  limita- 
tion is  wholly  void ;  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  actual  state 
of  things  correspond  to  that  contemplated  by  the  alterna- 
tive (valid)  branch  of  the  contingency,  the  gift  takes  effect. 
The  void  contingency  may,  generally,  (except  in  the  class  of 
cases  secondly  above  illustrated)  be  styled,  that  which  as- 
sumes the  existence  of  the  object  of  the  limitation,  but 
refers  to  the  non-attmnment  of  some  age  or  other  qualifica- 
tiouy  which  enters  into  and  constitates  the  remoteness  of 
the  gift:  the  valid  contingency,  for  the  most  part,  contem- 
plates Qie  failure  or  non-existence  of  the  object,  in  reference 
to  whom  the  remoteness  arises,  antecedently  to  any  consi- 
deration of  his  answering  the  description,  or  possessing  the 
qualification,  required  by  the  gift. 

Having  thus  given  a  short  outline  of  the  leading  features  Authorities 
of  limitations  on  double  contingencies,  as  they  stand  af-  ^        ™^' 
fected  by  the  Rule  agiunst  Perpetuities,  it  will  be  proper,  to 
afford  a  closer  view,  by  a  brief  notice  of  some  of  the  autho- 

(r)   Fide  aupra,  p.  367. 
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rities,  which  have  contributed  to  the  present  form  and  cha- 
racter of  the  doctrine. 

In  one  case,  (s)  a  term  of  one-thousand  years  was  created, 
in  a  marriage-settlement,  upon  trust,  that,  in  case  the 
settlor  should  happen  to  die  without  leaving  issue  male  of 
his  body,  on  the  body  of  his  wife,  or,  if  all  the  issue  male 
between  them  should  happen  to  die  without  issue,  and 
there  should  be  issue  female  of  the  marriage,  who  should 
respectively  attain  the  age  or  ages  of  eighteen  years,  or  be 
married,  then,  from  and  after  the  death  of  the  survivor  of 
the  settlor  and  his  wife,  without  leaving  issue  male,  or,  in 
case,  at  the  death  of  the  survivor,  there  should  be  issue 
male,  then,  from  and  after  the  death  of  such  issue  male, 
without  issue,  the  trustees  should  raise  the  portions  therein 
mentioned :  there  was  a  failure  of  issue  male  of  the  marriage, 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  mother,  who  survived  the  settlor, 
leaving  daughters,  who  claimed  the  portions  secured  to 
them  under  the  trusts  of  the  term :  it  being  aigued,  that 
these  trusts  were  void,  as  limited  on  too  remote  an  event, 
«.  «.,  the  dying  of  the  issue  male  of  the  marriage,  without 
issue,  generally;  it  was  held,  that  the  first  part  of  the 
contingency  was  good,  viz,,  *^in  case  the  settlor  and  his 
wife  should  happen  to  die  without  leaving  issue  male ;"  and, 
as  that  happened  in  fact  to  be  the  case,  the  Court  would 
not  enter  into  the  consideration,  how  far  the  other  branch 
of  the  contingency  might  have  been  supported,  which  could 
only  come  in  question,  in  case  the  issue  male  had  survived 
both  the  parents. 

Again,  in  another  case,  {t)  the  same  point  was  decided 
upon  a  limitation  under  a  Power.  AfemeH^overte,  by  her  will, 
appointed  property,  to  her  son,  C.  B.,  for  life,  and  after  his 
decease,  to  his  wife  and  children,  but  in  case  he  should  die 
without  leaving  a  wife  or  child  him  eurviving,  the  testatrix 


{»)  Longhead  d. Hopkins  v.  Phelpt,       And  sec  Lord  Kenyans 
2  Sir  VV.  Bl.  704.  oa  that  case,  in  Brttden^w,  £Ar€*,  1 

{t)  Crompe  v.  Barrow,  i  Vcs,  681.       East,  450. 
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bequeathed  the  property,  to  her  daughter,  F.  J. ;  the 
bequest,  to  the  wife  and  children  of  the  son,  being  void, 
both  as  an  excess  of  Power,  and  as  too  remote,  with  refe- 
rence to  the  deed  creating  the  Power,  it  was  aigued,  that 
the  ulterior  g^  to  F.  J.  was,  also,  void ;  but  it  was  held,  that 
there  were  two  alternatives  in  the  appointment,  and  that,  if 
C.  B.  left  neither  wife  nor  children,  the  limitation-over, 
being  to  a  good  object,  should  take  effect ;  if  he  left  a  wife, 
or  children,  it  would  not  take  effect  («) 

And  so,  also,  in  a  well-known  case,  {v)  stock  and  monies 
were  bequeathed,  to  W.  R.  R.,  for  life,  and  after  his  de- 
cease, to  the  child  or  children  of.  W.  R.  R.,  who,  being  a 
son  or  sons,  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five,  or,  being 
a  daughter  or  daughters,  should  attain  that  age,  or  be  mar- 
ried, with  consent ;  and,  in  case  W.  R.  R.  should  die  without 
leaving  isme  living  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  or,  leaving 
such,  they  should  all  die  before  any  of  them  should  attain 
twenty-five,  if  sons,  and,  if  daughters,  before  they  should 
attain  such  age,  or  be  married,  as  aforesaid,  then,  to  the 
brothers  and  sisters  of  W.  R.  R.,  on  their  attaining  twenty- 
five,  if  a  brother  or  brothers,  and,  if  a  sister  or  sisters,  on 
such  age  or  marriage,  as  aforesaid :  W.  R.  R.  died  without 
leaving  issue.  Here,  we  perceive,  the  gift-over  was  void,  in 
itself,  as  extending  to  all  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  W.  R.  R., 
living  at  his  death,  while  the  vesting  of  their  shares  was 
postponed  till  their  ages  of  twenty-five  years ;  and  so  it  was 
held :  but  the  point  to  be  noticed  in  this  place,  is,  that  it 


(»)  It  will  be  observed,  that,  the 
Testing  of  the  alternate  gift,  in  the  eyent 
of  a  fidlure  of  the  wife  and  children  of 
the  son,  {who  wis  unborn  at  the  time  of 
the  creation  of  the  Power,)  being  ne- 
cessarily postponed  till  his  death,  the 
nlterior  limitation  was  too  remote,  in 
reference  to  both  contingencies.  But 
this  orersight  on  the  part  of  the  Court 
does  not  affect  the  force  of  the  judg. 


ment,  as  an  authority  in  favor  of  the 
applicability  of  the  doctrine  of  double 
contingencies,  to  limitations  under 
Powers.  See  per  Lord^  JCMyon,  1 
East,  450 ;  2  Sug.  Pow.  77, 78 ;  1  Jarm. 
Wills,  246. 

(v)  Leake  ▼.  Rvbinaon^  2  Mer. 
363.  And  see  Cambridge  v.  Roue^  8 
Yes.  12 ;  and  observations  thereon, 
I  Jarm.  Wills,  247. 
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was  nowhere  uiiged^  that,  in  reference  to  the  particular  con- 
tingency which  had  happened,  and  on  which  the  limitation- 
over  was  to  arise,  it  was  too  remote;  although,  had  the 
son  left  issue,  the  event,  on  which  the  limitation  was  to  take 
effect  as  well  as  the  objects  of  that  limitation,  would  have 
been  too  remote. 
Nc^ssary,  that       ^^^  t^jg  mode  of  construction  is  only  admissible,  (except 
remote  con-       in  the  instance  of  the  last  of  the  illustrations  formerly 
should  be  given,)  when  the  contingencies  are  capable  of  being  divided, 

fhi"Mpre8sed'  SO  that  they  may  be  considered  as  alternate  or  concurrent, 
be  separable,      the.  one  to  operate,  only,  in  case  the  other  &ils  of  taking 

effect  at  all.  {w)  Thus,  in  a  case,  (x)  cited  in  a  preceding 
Chapter,  where  there  was  a  devise^  to  the  first  son  of  the 
testatrix's  grandson,  T.  P.,  that  should  be  bred  a  clergy- 
man and  be  in  Holy  Orders ;  but  in  ease  the  grandson  should 
hive  no  such  son,  then,  to  T.  M. :  it  was  contended,  in  sup- 
port of  the  ulterior  devise,  that  there  were  three  contingen- 
cies on  which  it  depended ;  the  first,  that  of  T.  P.  having  a 
sou ;  the  second,  of  that  son  being  bred  a  clergyman ;  and 
the  third,  of  his  being  in  Holy  Orders;  and  that,  if  either  of 
these  contingencies  were  good,  and  the  event  never  hap- 
pened, the  devise-over  to  T.  M.  might  take  efiect :  and  it 
was,  also,  said,  that,  suppomng  the  prior  devise  to  be  bad, 
there  was  nothing  to  render  void,  the  devise  to  T.  M. ;  for 
the  limitations  in  the  will  were  alternate ;  if  T.  P.  should 
have  a  son  in  Orders,  to  take  as  devisee,  T.  M.  would  be 
entirely  excluded  But  the  Court  of  C.  B.  held,  that  the 
first  devise  to  the  son  of  T.  P.  was  void,  fix>m  the  uncer- 
tainty, as  to  the  time  when  such  son,  if  he  had  any,  might 
take  Orders;  and  that  the  devise-over  to  T.  M.,  as  it 
depended  on  the  same  event,  was,  also,  void ;  for  the  words 
would  not  admit  of  the  contingency  being  divided.  It  will 
be  observed,  that,  in  this  case,  although  the  contingency 

(v)  See  iWflO's  note  to  F.  £i.  (x)  Proettr  v.  Kahop  of  Baik  mmd 

Dev.  156.  miU,  2  H.  BL  358. 
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wasy  doubtless,  intended  to  embrace,  as  well,  the  event  of 
T.  P.  having  no  son  at  all,  as  that,  of  such  son  not  being  in 
Holy  OrdeiB»  yet,  the  word,  ''such,"  connected  it  too 
closely  with  the  particular  qualification,  required  to  be  pos- 
sessed by  the  son,  to  allow  of  the  gift-over  being  referred  to 
any  other  event;  and,  as  the  contingency  contemplated 
was  not  properly  restricted,  the  ultimate  limitation  ne- 
cessarily fiuled. 

In  reference  to  this  point,  the  late  Mr.  Powell^  in  his  Mr.  /\»«rdr« 
edition  of  Mr.  Feame^s  treatise  on  Executory  Devises,{y)  tkis  point, 
has  some  very  valuable  observations;  which  also  accord 
with  the  views  entertained  by  his  learned  author,  upon 
a  case,  whereon  he  delivered  his  sentiments.  Mr.  Powell 
puts  the  supposed  case,  of  a  devise,  by  A.,  to  his  wife,  for 
life,  and  after  her  death,  to  the  child  she  was  then  endenie 
with,  if  it  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years;  and 
if  such  child  should  die  before  the  age  of  twenty-five,  then, 
oyeT;{z)  and,  upon  this,  asks,  whether  the  (supposed)  sub- 
sequent event  of  the  wife  not  being  endentcs  and  no  child 
being  bom,  could  give  effect  to  the  Executory  devise. 
Among  the  learned  writer's  observations,  are  the  follow- 
ing: (a) — ^'Possibly,  it  might  be  contended,  in  support  of 
a  devise  so  constructed,  that,  as  die  event  of  the  wife's  not 
being  encientCf  equally  included  the  two  contingencies  of  her 
not  being  enciente  at  all,  and  her  being  enciente  of  a  child, 
who  should,  however,  not  answer  the  description,  the  limi- 
tion-ovcr,  upon  the  former  event,  in  case  it  happened,  not 
being  too  remote,  might  take  place ;  for  where  an  Executory 
devise  is  limited  on  two  contingencies,  one  of  which  is 
within  the  requisite  limits,  it  may  take  effect,  if  that  con- 

(p)  P.  457,  n.  on  attaining  twenty-five,  could  not  be 

(x)  It  mutt  be  obwrved,  as  to  the  too  remote ;    nor,    of   consequence, 

supposed  case,  to  which  BIr.  i^MMlTs  would  be  the  gift-o?er :  but  this  does 

remaris  have  reference,  that,  as  a  not  affoct  the  force  of  the  doctrine 

child  en  venire  $a  men  is  considered,  maintained  in  the  passage  quoted  in 

as,  to  all  intenU  and  purposes,  a  per.  the  text, 
son  in  esse,  the  limitation  to  that  child,  (a)  Pp.  457—459. 
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• 

tingency  happens,  as  in  the  case  of  TAmghead  v.  Phelps.  (6) 
In  respect  to  this,  it  seems,  that,  if  the  testator  liad  eaqprestly 
distinguished  between  the  two  contingencies,  by  mentioniiig 
both  of  them  diqunctively,  as  in  the  case  last  mentioned,  its 
validity  would  have  been  unimpeachable,  on  the  happening 
of  the^r«^  of  them,  and  the  devisee-over  would  have  been 
entitled  accordingly ;  indeed,  had  the  devise-over  been,  *  in 
case  the  wife  should  have  no  child,*  it  would  have  been 
confined  to  proper  limits,  and  have  taken  effect,  if  that 
event  happened :  but  the  words, '  if  such  child,'  are,  by  iUce 
of  the  word,  *  such,''  as  clearly  equivalent  to,  such  child  who 
should  die  before  the  €ige  of  twenig-five,  as  if  those  very 
words  had  been  actually  repeated;  under  which  state  of  the 
limitations,  there  appears  nothing  to  distinguish  the  case 
supposed,  fix>m  the  common  case  of  an  Executoiy  devise, 
after  a  person  dying  without  issue,  or  for  default  of  issue, 
where,  though  the  event  described,  actually  .includes  the 
two  distinct  contingencies,  of  the  person  never  hammg 
or  leaving  any  issue,  which  would  clearly  be  within  the 
legal  limits,  as  well  as  way  future  extinction  of  issue,  ooce 
had,  still,  it  has  been  established  by  repeated  dedsions,  that 
the  devise  shall  be  equally  void,  whether  there  happens  to 
be  any  such  issue,  or  not,  agreeably  to  the  doctrine  laid 
down,  as  clear  law,  in  the  case  of  Goodman  v.  6oodrighty{c) 
as  well  as  to  the  grounds  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of 
Longhead  v.  Phelps,  which  proceeded  on  the  exjMess  dis- 
tinction, there  made  by  the  testator,  between  the  two 
events,  in  the  disjunctive  provision  for  them :  and  though 
cases  might  be  put,  where  the  validity  of  an  Execotmy 
devise  may  be  originally  contingent,  and  its  effect  depaad 
upon  the  future  existence  or  ascertainment  of  the  person,  to 
whom  the  estate  is  antecedently  limited,  yet,  they  were 
cases  of  that  sort,  in  which  the  existence  or  ascertainment 
of  the  prior  contingent  devise,  must  necessarily,  in  any 

(b)   rtdegupra,  p.  504.  (c)  2  Bur.  873. 
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fkfssible  event,  be  ultimately  decided  within  the  period  of  a 
life  in  being,  or  twenty-one  yeans  after ;  as  in  a  case  of  a 
devise  of  a  chattel  interest,  to  the  first  son  of  B.,  and  the 
heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such  first  son,  and  in  de&ult  of 
such  issue,  remainder*over;  where  the  period  for  the 
ulterior  limitation  taking  effect  is  necesarily  restricted  to 
the  time  of  B.'s  death,  when  it  must  be  determined,  whether 
he  will  have  any  son,  or  not ;  for  if  he  should  have  a  son, 
that  son  would  take  absolutely ^  in  total  exclusion  of  the 
limitation-over." 

The  result  of  the  foregoing  considerations,  therefore, 
seems  to  be,  that,  wherever  the  valid  alternative  contingency 
is  left  to  implication,  merely,  or,  wherever  it  is  not  so 
expressed,  as  to  be  separable  firom  the  remote  contingency, 
but  is,  rather,  embraced  by  this,  the  limitation  will  be 
void,  as  depending  upon  an  event  which  is  too  remote,  and 
with  which,  there  is  no  event  alternate  or  concurrent,  that 
may  give  effect  to  the  limitation.    . 

In  regard,  however,  to  the  case  of  a  gift  of  personalty,  to  Distinction 
take  effect  in  the  event  of  the  failure  of  a  preceding  ^^u^aTtoone 
limitation  to  an  unborn  person  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  j^-!?!^^  ^  -^ 
(which  is  the  last  of  the  instances  above  illustrated,)  the  a^oid>le 
contingency  is  rather  implied,  than  otherwise ;  or,  perhaps, 
more  strictly,  the  contingency  which  is  expressed,  receives 
a  particular  construction,  necessary  to  exempt  it  fiom  all 
objectioD  of  remoteness,  {d)    Indeed,  this  kind  of  limita- 


aspect. 


(4)  **!£  •.  tenn  for  yean  be  be- 
queathed, to  A.,  for  IHe,  and  after  his 
death,  to  his  first  and  other  sons  un- 
born, anocessiTely,  and  the  heirs  of 
their  bodies,  and  on  failure  of  such 
issue,  to  B.,  for  life,  and  after  his 
death,  to  hk  first  and  other  sons,  suc- 
cessively, and  the  heirs  of  their  bodies ; 
these  limitations  to  B.,  and  his  first 
and  other  sons,  as  depending  on  and 
to  take  efiTect  after  the  failure  of  the 


estates  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of 
An  (being  merely  chattel  interests, 
and,  consequently,  not  creating  estates- 
tail,)  are  too  remote,  and,  therefore, 
▼Old.  But  the  law,  foreseeing,  that 
there  may  not  be  any  child  of  A., 
considers  the  limitations  to  B.,  and 
his  first  and  other  sons,  as  intended  to 
take  eflbct,  in  the  event,  that  there 
should  not  be  any  child  of  A« ;  and 
it  amttrwet  the  limitation  in  the  watne 
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tion  is  only  mentioned  in  this  place,  on  account  o£  its 
similarity  to  proper  limitations  on  double  contingend.es,  in 
the  particular  point  of  its  validity  depending  on  the  course 
of  events  subsequent  to  its  creatioiL 

niamner,  om  if  pemned  in  these  termti  ternative,  that  there  shall  not  be  a 
and  the  limitation  is  good,  in  the  al-      «hild  of  A.**    2  Piett  AbsL  171. 
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CHAPTER  XXIL 

OF  THE  RULE  AQAOfST  PERPETUITIES^  AS  IT  AFFECTS  LIMI- 
TATIONS, WHOSE  POSSESSORY  ENJOYMENT  IS  POSTPONED 
BEYOND  THE  PERIOD  OF  VESTING. 

It  has  been  frequently  observed,   that  the  particular  Rale  against 
feature  in  limitations  of  future  inter^ts,  with  which  the  biurefcrence 
Rule  against  Perpetuities  is  connected,  is,  the  time  of  their  ^^  j?*®^"^ 
vetiing,  or,  in  other  words,  of  their  becoming  interests, 
transmissible  to  the  representative  of  the  grantee,  devisee, 
or  legatee,  and  disposable  by  him.      When  they  are  so 
limited,  as,  necessarily,  to  attain  this  quality,  within  the 
legal  period  of  remoteness,  they  are  free  from  objection,  in 
reference  to  the  perpetuity-rule. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that,  if  the  vesting  of  a  limitation  be  And  gift  not 
confined  to  the  prescribed  limits,  it  is  not  invalidated  by  because  its     ' 
the  circumstance,  of  its  taking  effect  in  possession  being  J^IJ^^  jg 
postponed  beyond  the  boundary  of  perpetuity ;  for  that  deferred  to  too 
suspension  of  the  possessory  enjoyment  of  the  property,  period. 
so  fiir  as  it  transgresses  the  boundary,  will  be  void,  and 
the  possession,  accelerated,  by  the  virtual  erasure  of  the 
clause  of  postponement  from  the  gift  {e)    As  the  suspen- 
sion of  the  actual  possession  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  gift, 
the  allowing  that  to  defeat  it,  when,  in  other  respects,  com- 
plying vrith  the  requisites  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities, 
would  be  a  disregard  of  all  principle  and  analogy,  not  more 
unnecessary,  for  the  preservation  of  the  integrity  of  the 

(e)  See  I  Jarm.  Wills,  262,  etse^. 
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Rule,  than  calculated  to  defeat  the  intentions  of  the  author 
of  the  gift.  By  rejecting  the  excess  of  postponement,  and, 
at  the  same  time,  giving  full  effect  to  it,  up  to  the  extremity 
of  the  allowed  limits,  and,  withal,  preserving  unimpdred, 
the  force  and  validity  of  the  restricted  vesting,  the  most 
equitable  reconcilement  is  effected  between  the  designs  of 
the  person,  by  whom  the  limitations  are  created,  and  the 
restrictions  of  the  perpetuity-rule.  Nor  is  there,  upon 
principle,  any  ground,  for  invalidating  the  whole  term  of 
postponement,  extra  the  period  of  vesting ;  for  the  latter 
being,  solely,  that  which  enters  into  the  consideration  of  the 
question  of  remoteness  in  the  gift,  there  is  not  the  like 
objection  to  a  separation  of  the  eventual  excess,  from  the 
valid  portion  of  the  .term,  which  the  rigid  requirements  of 
the  Rule  against  Perpetuities  present,  in  regard  to  the 
period  of  the  vesting  of  a  limitation.  It  follows,  likewise, 
from  these  principles,  that,  whenever  the  time,  during 
which  the  enjoyment  is  postponed,  does  not  exceed  the 
legal  boundary,  the  possession  will  be  accelerated,  to  no 
extent,  although  the  vesting  of  the  limitation  may^  take 
place  at  a  much  earlier  period. 

To  exemplify  the  doctrine  under  consideration : — In  one 
case,  (/)  a  testator  devised  the  residue  of  his  efiects^  to 
trustees,  in  trust,  to  pay  the  rents,  to  his  daughter.  A.,  for 
life,  with  remainder,  to  all  her  children,  that  should  be 
living  at  the  time  of  her  death,  equally  amongst  them,  if 
more  than  one,  to  be  divided,  share  and  share  alike,  when 
and  as  they  shotM  respectively  attain  the  age  of  twenty^four 
years,  and  to  their  respective  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  for  ever, 
to  take  as  tenants  in  common,  and  not  as  joint  tenants:  a 
question  arose,  as  to  the  remoteness  of  the  devise  to  A.*8 
children ;  and  it  was  held,  in  C.  B.,  that  they  took  equit- 
able estates  in  fee,  as  tenants  in  common,  by  virtue  of  the 
residuary  clause,  and  that  they  would  have  taken  legal 


(/)  Farmer  v.  Fhincii,  9  Moo.  310;  2  Bing.  151. 
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estates  in  fee,  but  for  the  introduction  of  trustees.  Here, 
we  perceive,  it  was  the  period  of  division  which  was  too 
remote ;  and  not,  the  time  of  the  vesting  of  the  devise,  which 
did  not  exceed  a  life  in  being  at  the  date  of  the  wilL  And  ^'^^  ^ 
SO,  again,  in  another  case,  (g)  a  testator  gave  the  residue  of  AddaJa-ooie. 
his  property,  to  his  widow,  during  her  life,  and  at  her 
decease,  to  the  eldest  surviving  son  of  A.,  upon  his  attaining 
tfoeniy-fivei  (the  trustees  being  directed,  to  apply  the  inte- 
rest to  his  use,  till  lus  attainment  of  that  age,)  or,  feiling 
such  issue  male,  to  the  daughters  of  A.,  Uving  at  the  decease 
of  the  last  of  such  issue  male  :  the  only  son  of  A.  died  under 
twenty-five,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  widow,  leaving  two 
daughters  of  A.,  him  surviving:  aiid  it  was  held,  that,  if 
there  had  been  any  son  of  A.  living  at  the  death  of  the 
widow,  he  would  have  taken  a  vested  interest  in  the  residue, 
though  he  had  not  then  attained  the  age  of  twenty-five ; 
and  that,  therefore,  the  gift*over  of  the  residue,  to  the 
daughters  of  A.,  was  not  too  remote,  and  that,  in  the  events 
which  happened,  they,  upon  the  death  of  the  widow,  became 
entitled  to  the  residue. 

This  distinction  between  the  period  of  vesting,  and  the  Oiv^^. 
time  of  enjoyment  or  possession,  in  reference  to  the  validity  whether  ' 
of  limitations  under  the  laws  of  remoteness,  has  given  rise  I^^^^  ^ 
to  much  discussion,  in  cases  of  doubtful  construction,  upon  enJoymcDt 
the  question,  whether,  where  the  possessory  enjoyment  of 
the  property  is  postponed  to  a  period,  more  remote  than 
that  allowed  by  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  the  vesting  is 
postponed,  also,  or  whether  it  takes  place,  immediately,  or 
at  any  time  within  the  prescribed  limits.   In  some  instances, 
the  gift,  and  direction  for  payment  or  distribution,  are  so 
closely  connected,  as  to  leave  it  doubtfiil,  whether  there  is 
wy  gift,  distinct  fix>m  the  clause  fixing  the  period  of  actual 
possession,  and  whether,  consequently,  it  can  be  supposed, 

(y)  Murray  v.  Addenhrooi*,  4  Buss.  407. 
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that  there  is  a  vested  interest,  while  there  is  il  postpcMied 
enjoyment 

The  authorities,  to  be  cited,  will  be  found,  tor  the  mast 
part,  perh^M,  to  establish  this  general  conclusion: — ^that, 
although  the  time  is  mentioned  as  referring  to  the  gift  itseli^ 
unless  it  appears  to  have  been  fixed  on  by  the  donor,  as  the 
period,  previously  to  which,  no  part  of  his  bounty  can 
attach  to  the  donee,  the  gift  vests  immediately,  and  the 
time  of  payment  or  distribution,  only»  is  postponed,  not 
being  annexed  to  the  substance  of  the  gift;  but,  if  it 
appears,  that  the  donor  intended  the  period  or  contingency 
named,  as  a  condition  precedent,  upon  which  alone  the  gift 
can  take  place,  then,  if  such  condition  or  contingency  does 
not  happen,  the  limitation  never  operates;  and,  of  conse- 
quence, if  the  time  or  event  specified  be  of  too  remote  ex- 
pectancy, the  limitation  wholly  fiuls,  whatever  be  the  course 
of  events.  (A)  It  must  be  observed,  fiirther,  that,  as  a  gi^oe- 
ral  principle,  the  judicial  construction  of  limitations  always 
strongly  inclines  to  their  immediate  vesting,  unless  th&ce  be 
a  strong  manifestation  of  a  contrary  intent,  in  the  petson 
ftom  whom  the  dispositions  move.  The  reason  of  this  pre- 
possession of  the  law,  and  its  expounders,  has  been  thus 
well  stated,  by  an  eminent  living  judge :  (t) — '*  The  rif^bis  of 
the  difierent  members  of  families  not  being  ascertained,  whilst 
estates  remain  contingent,  such  femilies  continue  in  an  un- 
settled state,  which  is  often  productive  of  inconvenience, 
and,  sometimes,  of  injury,  to  them.  If  the  parent's  attaining 
a  certain  age  be  a  condition  precedent  to  the  vesting  estates, 
by  the  deathof  their  parents  before  they  are  of  that  i^e, 
children  lose  estates,  which  were  intended  for  them,  and 
which,  their  relation  to  the  testator  may  give  them  the 
strongest  claim  to.  In  consideration  of  these  drcumstanoes, 
the  judges,  from  the  earliest  times,  were  always  indined  to 


(A)  See  3  Bro.  C.  C.  473.  Wfttford,  in  DuJ/kU  t.  J}^tUU,  1 

(t)  Per  Be9i,  C.  J.,  now  Lord      Dow  &  Clark,  31 L 
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deddOf  that  estate  devised  were  vested ;  and  it  has  bng  Graeral  niUt 
been  an  established  rule,  for  the  guklance  of  the  Courts  vesting  of 
of  Westminster,  in  construing  devises,  that  all  estates  are  to  li^i^*^^'** 
be  holden  to  be  vested*  except  estates,  in  the  devise  of 
which,  a  conditi<m,  precedent  to  the  vesting,  is  so  clearly 
expressed,  that  the  Courts  cannot  treat  them  as  vested, 
without  deciding  in  direct  opposition  to  the  terms  of  the 
wilL    If  there  be  the  least  doubt,  advantage  is  to  be  taken 
of  the  circumstances  occasioning  the  doubt ;  and  what  seems 
to  make  a  condition,  is  holden  to  have  only  the  effect  of 
postponing  the  right  of  possession." 

A  rule,  auxiliary  of  the  same  construction,  is,  that,  when 
either  the  interest  or  income  accruing  before  the  period  of 
enjoyment,  is  given  to  the  donee,  or  directed  to  be  appro- 
priated for  his  benefit,  or,  when  the  corpus  of  the  gift  is 
directed  to  be  immediately  severed  fix>m  the  general  estate 
of  which  it  forms  a  part,  or  must  necessarily  be  so  set 
apart,  in  order  to  answer  the  intermediate  disposition  of 
mcome,  or,  when  there  is  a  gift-over,  in  the  event  of  the 
death  of  the  donee  before  the  arrival  of  the  fixed  period,  or 
his  attainment  of  the  specified  age,  or  udthaut  leamng  iswef 
(as  implying,  that,  in  the  alternative  event,  they  would 
succeed,  as  representatives  of  the  donee,  and  as  giving  the 
limitation-over  the  appearance  of  a  divetHng  operation,)  in 
all  such  cases,  the  presumption  is  strongly  in  favor  of  the 
immediate  vesting  of  the  gift,  (k)  It  is  onljf  a  presumption, 
however,  to  which  these  circumstances  give  rise,  for  the 
force  of  them  all,  is  liable  to  be  rebutted,  by  the  pliun  exhi- 
bition of  a  contrary  intention,  in  the  maker  of  the  limita- 
tions. 

And  so,  also,  the  Courts  are  always  strongly  inclined,  to 
construe  devises  or  bequests  of  residuary  estates,  imme- 
diately vested,  as  the  finequent  consequence  of  a  contrary 

(k)  See  1  Jftrm.  Willi,  733— 757  j  1  Hop.  I^.  151^249. 
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On  the  other  hand,  it  may)  in  general,  be  said,  that, 
where  there  is  no  gift,  but  in  the  direction  for  payment  or 
distribution,  and  that  direction  attaches  only  in  favor  of  per- 
sons, of  a  description  too  remote^  in  snch  case,  as  there  is 
no  antecedent'  gift,  of  which  the  enjoyment  can  be  post- 
paaed;  the  limitation  is  necessarily  tainted  by  any  remote- 
ness that  affects  the  clause  of  transfer  or  possession,  which 
is  also  the  clause  of  gift. 

The  involved  texture  of  some  dispositions  rendera  it,  not 
nnfirequently,  difficult,  to  decide^  whether  there  be  any 
direct  gift,  antecedent  to  or  distinct  from  the  clause  pmnt- 
ing  out  the  time  or  contingency,  at  or  on  which  the  posses- 
sory enjoyment  of  the  property  is  to  commence.  When 
such  Is  the  character  of  the  dispositive  provisions,  the  ge- 
neral partiality  for  vested  interests  will,  ordinarily,  suffice, 
to  incline  the  balance  of  legal  interpretation,  in  fiivor  of  the 
construction  of  an  antecedent  gift,  and  a  subsequent  direc- 
tion for  deferred  enjoyment,  or  futurity  of  possession.  But, 
it  is  impossible  and  unnecessary,  further  to  pursue  this 
subject :  the  distinctions  which  have  been  established  are 
manifold;  and  several  of  the  authorities  are  not  eaaly 
reconciled  with  each  other:  it  is,  moreover,  beside  our  pre- 
sent purpose,  to  do  more,  than  show  the  consequences  of 
remoteness  in  either  the  vesting  or  time  of  taking  effect  of 
gifb ;  the  construction  of  which  is  to  be  referred  to  other 
principles,  and  is  conducted  upon  totally  distinct  grounds 

The  exceeding  difficulty  of  framing  a  determinate  ruk^ 
applicable  to  all  cases  of  doubt,  as  to  vesting  and  possessory 
enjoyment,  has  been  instrumental,  in  supplying  a  numenws 
train  of  decisions,  by  examination  of  which,  the  importance 
of  these  cases  of  construction,  in  connexion  with  the  c^iem- 


(i)  See  1  Jam.  WUk,  767. 
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tkm  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  will  be  the  belter 
perceived. 

It  is  to  be  obserredi  that,  in  determiniog  the  question  of  Thew  rules  not 
the  period  of  Testing  of  a  limitation,  in  reference  to  its  bwule   "^' 
validity  under  tlie  perpetuity-rule,  there  is  no  real  distinc-  ^J^*^*^ 
doo,  in  point  of  [nrinciple,  between  cases,  where  the  question  inv|ilulity  of  « 

ffifta  on  ffromift 

has  been,  whether  the  Umitatioa  was  too  remote,  and  those,  of  remoteness, 
in  which  nothing  but  the  time  of  vesting  was  in  dispute,  as 
between  the  person  entitled  under  the  limitation,  and  some 
one  interested  until  or  in  default  of  its  taking  effect  The 
Conrts  do  not  regard  the  consequences  of  any  rule  of  con- 
struction, which  they  may  have  established,  as  presenting 
any  objection  to  its  application,  when  clearly  called  for; 
and,  therefore,  the  circumstance,  that,  by  the  laws  of  re- 
moteness, the  effect  of  applying  any  particular  rule,  in 
regard  to  the  vesting  of  limitations,  will  be,  the  wholly  de- 
feating the  donor's  scheme  of  disposition,  is  of  no  weight  in 
opposition  to  the  application  of  that  rule,  i(  in  a  case,  in 
which  the  remoteness  of  the  limitation  did  not  come  in 
question,  it  would  have  been  undoubtedly  admitted.  (f»)   - 

Authorities,  therefore,  upon  the  subject  of  the  time  of 
vesting  of  limitations,  finee  from  all  suspicion  of  remoteness, 
are  constantly  made  the  basis  of  the  application  of  a  similar 
mle  of  construction,  to  cases,  in  which  the  invalidating  of 
limitations,  by  reason  of  remoteness,  is  the  grand  object  in 
view ;  and  towards  which,  the  question,  as  to  the  period  of 
vetting,  is  only  subsidiary  or  introductory.  As,  however, 
there  is  a  sufficiency  of  authorities,  of  this  latter  description, 
to  afford  a  complete  illustration  of  the  doctrines  of  law,  upon 
the  subject  of  the  vesting  and  postponement  of  enjoyment  of 
limitations,  while,  at  the  same  time,  subserving  our  present 
purpose,  of  elucidating  their  connexion  with  the  Rule 
agunst  Perpetuities,  it  will,  perhaps,  be  proper,  to  confine 
our  attention  to  this  class  of  cases ;  referring,  for  a  more 

(lb)  /ee  V.  AmOey,  I  Cox,  324.     And  see  I  Jarm.  Wilis,  253, 264. 
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extensive  inquiry^  to  authors  who  have  systematicaHy  dis- 
cussed the  subject. 

We  proceed,  first,  to  ascertain  the  cases,  in  which  fimita- 
tions  have  been  held  void  for  remoteness,  by  reason  of  die 
construction  of  a  postponed  vesting  having  obtained. 

Case  of  Leakt  In  Leake  V.  Robinsony  (n)  a  testator  gave  certain  real  and 
personal  property,  to  tnistees,  in  trust  for  W.  R.  IL,  for 
life,  and  after  his  decease,  to  pay,  apply,  and  transfer  the 
same,  unto  and  amongst  the  child  or  children  of  the  said 
W.  R.  R.,  whOf  being  a  son  or  sons,  should  o/totfi  the  age[of 
twenty-jiee,  or,  being  a  daughter  or  daughters,  should  attain 
that  age,  or  be  married,  with  consent;  and  the  trustees 
were  authorized,  to  apply  the  rents,  profits,  and  interest, 
or  so  much  as  they  should  think  proper,  for  the  mainten- 
ance of  the  said  children,  in  the  meantime :  and  it  was  held, 
by  Sir  fV.  Chant,  M.  R.,  that  this  was  not  a  case,  in  which 
the  enjoyment  only  was  postponed,  but,  that  the  direction 
to  pay,  was  the  gift,  and  that  that  gift  was  only  to  attach  to 
children  who  should  attain  twenty-five,  and  that,  conse- 
quently, the  bequest  was  void. 

C«M  of  Bmttyi.  "  In  the  case  of  BuU  v.  Pritchard,  (o)  there  was  a  bequest 
of  property,  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  pay  the  dividends, 
to  the  testator's  daughter,  for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  and 
after  her  decease,  to  pay  the  principal,  unto  all  and  eveiy 
her  children  who  should  live  to  attain  twenty^three  years 
of  age,  share  and  share  alike,  with  benefit  ^f  survivorship, 
in  case  any  of  them  died  under  that  age ;  with  limitati<His* 
over,  in  case  there  should  be  no  such  child  or  children,  or, 
being  such,  in  case  all  of  them  should  die  under  twenty- 
three  years,  without  lawftil  issue:  and  the  trustees  were 
authorized  to  apply  the  interest  of  each  child's  respective 
share,  towards  their  maintenance,  notwithstanding  such 
child's  share  should  not  have  become  absolutely  vested: 
the  daughter  had  a  child  who  died  under  age  in  the 
daughter's  lifetime.     Lord  Gifford,  M.  R.,  held,  that  the 

(«)  2  Mer.  363.  (o)  1  Run.  213. 
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bequest  to  the  children,  and  the  subsequent  limitations, 
were  too  remote,  (p) 

In  Palmer  v.  Holfordf  {q)  there  was  a  bequest  of  2500iL,  Cue  of  Aifaier 
stock,  to  trustees,  in  trust,  to  aocumukte,  and  to  transfer  "'  ' 

the  accumulated  fund,  unto  all  and  every  the  children  and 
child  of  C.  T.  H.,  (a  person  in  esse^)  who  should  be  Imng^ 
at  the  expiration  of  tweniy-^hi  yearn  from  the  testator's 
decease,  other  than  an  eldest  or  only  son.  Sir  /.  Leach, 
M.  R.,  observed,  that,  if  C.  T.  H.  had  children,  bom  to 
him  at  any  time  within  seven  years  from  the  testator's 
death,  then,  the  vesting  of  the  interests  of  such  children, 
who  were  unborn  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  would  have 
been  suspended  for  more  than  twenty-one  years,  and  the 
gift  was,  therefore,  too  remote  and  void;  and  the  gift- 
over,  not  being  to  take  effect  until  after  the  same  period, 
which  was  too  remote,  was  necessarily  void,  also. 

la  Vawdry  v.  Geddes9{r)  there  was  a  bequest  of  the  Caw  of  Tawdry 
produce  of  the  testatrix's  residuary  estate,  in  trust  for  her  ^'  '* 
four  sisters,  for  their  lives,  and  a  direction,  that,  on  their 
decease,  the  interest  of  their  shares  should  be  applied  in  the 
maintenance,  and  be  accumulated  for  the  benefit,  of  the  chil- 
dren of  each  of  the  sisters,  until  they  should  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-'two  years,  and  upon  any  of  the  said  children  attain-- 
tag  that  age,  they  to  be  entitled  to  their  mother's  share  of 
the  capital ;  with  limitations-over,  in  case  of  any  of  the 


{p)  Mr.  JamuM  thus  remarks 
upon  this  decision  (1  Treatise  on 
Wills,  772,)  :— •«  Tbe  proprictj  of 
this  determination  has  been  ques- 
ttooed ;  and«  perhaps,  looking  at  the 
gift-o?er,  in  connexion  with  the  direc- 
tian*  to  apply  the  interest  of  the  chil- 
dren^ Bkarttj  for  their  maintenance, 
until  they  became  dbtahud^  vested, 
there  wis  gnmnd  to  contend,  that  the 
children  took,  immediately,  vested 
interests,  subject  to  be  divested,  on 
their  respectively  dying  u^er  the 
prescribed  age.     It  is  to  be  observed, 


however,  that  the  question  before  the 
Court  respected,  merely,  the  bequest- 
Qoeft  to  Uie  testator's  brothers  and 
sisters,  which  was  clearly  invalid,  on 
the  ground  of  remoteness,  whatever 
might  be  the  ftite  of  the  prior  bequest 
to  the  children  of  his  daughter ;  so 
that  the  case  seems  to  have  been,  in 
point  of  fact,  no  adjudication,  as  to 
the  period  of  vesting  under  the  prior 
bequest  to  such  children. " 

{q)  4  Rnss.  403. 

(r)  1  Buss.  &  My.  203. 
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children  dying  under  the  age  of  twenty-two  years.  It  was. 
held,  that  the  vesting  of  the  shares  of  the  children  was 
postponed  to  their  attainment  of  the  age  of  twenty-two, 
and  that,  as  all  children,  bom  before  and  after  the  death  of 
the  testatrix,  were  entitled  under  the  bequest,  it  was  too 
remote  and  void. 
Cueot  juddY,  In  Judd  V.  Judd^  {s)  there  was  a  devise  and  bequest,  of 
residuary  real  and  personal  estate,  to  trustees,  upon  trust, 
to  pay  the  income  of  one-third  part,  to  the  testator^s 
daughter,  S.,  for  life,  and  after  her  death,  to  stand  possessed 
of  that  one-third,  in  trtist  for  her  child  or  children^  and  to 
be  transferred  to  thenij  on  their  attaining  ttoenty-fioe  /  but, 
in  case  the  testator's  daughter  should  leave  but  one  child 
her  surviving,  then,  the  whole  of  the  one-third  part  to  go  to 
such  only  child,  on  his  or  her  attaining  twenty-five,  and  to 
be  transmissible  to  his  or  her  executors ;  and  in  case  his 
daughter  should  leave  no  child  her  surviving,  or  in  case  she 
should  leave  a  child,  who  should  not  attain  twenty-five, 
•then,  over.  It  was  held,  by  Sir  L.  Shadwellj  V.  C,  that 
the  children  were  not  intended  to  take  vested  interests  until 
they  attained  twenty-five,  and  that,  therefore,  the  bequest 
to  them  was  void  for  remoteness.  The  main  ground  of  his 
honor  8  decision,  in  this  case,  was,  that,  by  the  terms  of  the 
gift,  in  case  of  there  being  one  child  only,  it  was  plainly 
contingent  upon  the  attainment,  by  that  child,  of  the  specified 
age,  and,  that  the  testator  could  not  be  supposed  to  have 
intended  a  difierence  in  the  time  of  vesting,  when  there  was 
a  plurality  of  objects,  and  when  there  was  only  an  indi- 
vidual object.  (^)  An  aigument,  against  an  immediate 
vesting,  was,  also,  derived  from  subsequent  dispositions,  in 
the  same  will,  of  a  similar  character,  which  were  admitted 
to  be  contingent  It  was  observed,  however,  by  the  learned 
judge,  (u)  that,  standing  alone,  the  bequest  to  the  children 
clearly  passed  a  vested  interest,  with  a  deferred  enjoyment. 

(«)  3  Sim.  525.     See  also  Hnmier  (0  1  Jam:  WUU,  770. 

▼.  Juddt  4  Sinu  453.  (w)  In  Hunter  y.  JwU^  «6t  n^pm. 
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la  Porter  v.  Fox,  (r)  a  testator  bequeathed  the  produce  Caie  of  porter 
of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  in  trust,  to  be  accumulated, 
*<  for  the  benefit  of  his  grandchildren,  and  his  nephew,  T. 
0.,  and  to  be  distributed,  in  manner  and  form  following, 
that  is  to  say,  as  they  sAould  become  of  the  age  of  twentymo 
years,  respectiTely ;"  with  directions  for  the  transfer  of  the 
share  of  each  grandchild  and  nephew,  on  their  respectively 
attaining  twenty-five.  Sir  L*  ShadweU,  V.  C,  was  of 
opinion,  that  the  direction  for  distribution  was  part  of  the 
ffh,  and  that,  therefore,  the  vesting  was  postponed,  till  the 
l^atees'  attainment  of  the  age  of  twenty -five. 

In  Dodd  V.  Wake,  {w)  there  was  a  bequest  of  a  sum  of  C^a^ot  Dadd 
money,  unto  and  amongst  the  children  of  the  testator's 
daughter,  M.  M.,  the  wife  of  G.,  who  should  be  living  at  the 
time  the  eldest  attained  the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  and  the 
issue  of  such  of  the  children  of  his  said  daughter,  as  might 
then  happen  to  be  dead,  leaving  issue,  per  stirpes,  and  not 
per  capita,  and  to  be  paid,  when  and  as  they  should  attain^ 
twenty-four.  It  was  held,  that,  as  the  testator  intended 
only  those  children  of  his  daughter  to  take,  who  should  be 
living  when  the  eldest  child,  for  the  time  being,  attfuned 
the  age  of  twenty-four,  the  bequest  was  not  vested,  till  that 
period,  and  was,  therefore,  void  for  remoteness. 

In  Newman  v.  Newman,  (x)  a  testator  devised  real  estate,  Case  of 
to  A.,  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to  trustees,  in  trust,  to  N9wmmu  *  I 

sell,  and  divide  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  among  all  the 
testators  grandchildren,  (the  children  of  four  children 
named  in  the  will,)  who  should  attain  the  age  of  iwenty'four 
years,  equally  to  be  divided  among  his  grandchildren 
attaining  such  age.  It  was  adjudged,  that  the  tmst  for  the 
graodchildren  was  void,  as  too  remote ;  the  vesting  being 
necessarily  postponed,  till  their  attainment  of  the  age  of 
twenty-four. 

In   Ring  v.   Hardwick,  (y)  a   testator  bequeathed    his  ^"^  ^If'y 

(r)  6  Sim.  485.  (;r)  10  ffim.  51.  , 

(»)  6  flni.  616.  (y)  2  Beav.  352. 
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rettiduaiy  personal  estate,  to  trustees,  in  tn»t  for  his  mfe, 
for  life,  and  after  her  death,  to  make  a  diviaion  between  the 
testator's  four  children.  A.,  B.,  C,  and  D. :  his  sons^  shares 
to  be  paid  imniediately,  and  his  daughters'  shares  to  be 
invested  for  them,  for  life,  with  remainder,  between  all  their 
children  in  equal  shares,  and  to  become  vested  in  such 
children,  respectively,  at  the  age  of  twenty^five  years;  and, 
if  any  such  children  should  die  under  that  i^,  their  sharea 
should  be  divided  amongst  the  survivors,  who  should  live  to 
attain  that. age,  and  if  only*  one  child  should  live  to  attain 
that  age,  then,  to  such  only  child,  upon  his  or  her  attaining 
'  that  age ;  and  if  either  of  the  said  daughters  should  die  with- 
out leaving  any  such  children,  who  should  live  to  attain  the- 
said  age  of  twenty-five  years,  then,  in  trust  for  and  to  be 
divided  between  all  the  children  of  his  said  other  sons  and 
other  daughters,  who  $houU  live  to  attain  the  said  age  of 
twenty^five  years,  in   equal   shares:    the  will  contained 
powers  of  maintenance  and  advancement,  out  of  the  shares 
of  any  of  the  children,  until  their  attainment  of  twenty-five. 
One  of  the  testator's  daughters  having  died  without  chil- 
dren, the  share  bequeathed  to  them  was  claimed  by  the 
children  of  another  daughter,  under  the  gift-over.     Lord 
Langdale,  M.  R.,  observed: — ''The  children,  on  whose 
behalf  this  case  has  been  argued,  if  they  take  anything,  must 
take  it,  under  that  clause,  directing  a  division  between  all 
the  children  who  should  live  to  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
five  years.     It  is  admittted,  that  a  gift,  expressed  by  those 
words,  is^  by  itself,  too  remote,  and  void ;  but  then,  it  is 
said,  there  are  other  directions  in  the  will,  which  ought  lo 
qualify  that  construction.     The  directions  are,  first  of  all, 
upon  the  death  or  second  marriage  of  the  wife,  to  invest, 
&c,  the  particular  share  previously  given  to  a  daughter,  in 
the  name  of  the  trustees.     Then,  it  is  said,  that,  in  the 
subsequent  clause,  which  refers  to  a  period  when  the  chil- 
dren are  under  twenty-five,,  that  which  was  intended  for 
the  childrefiis  termed,  '  the  share '  of  the  children,  and  that. 
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therefore,  the  gift  is  vested,  subject  to  be  divested ;  but  I 
consider  this  riiare  means,  such  share  as  had  been  before 
given,  that  is,  a  share  for  such  as  should  live  to  attain 
twenty-five  yean,  and  this  subsequent  clause  cannot,  there- 
fere,  alter  the  effect  of  the  previous  gift."  ^  In  respect  to 
the  clauses  for  niaintenanoe,  and  for  raising  money  for 
advancement,  they  are  accessories  to  that  which  is  void, 
and  cannot,  therefore,  alter  the  construction.'*  This  case  is 
brought  fisrwaid,  far  the  sake  of  the  pertinent  observations 
of  the  learned  judge  upon  the  ulterior  gift.  In  truth,  how- 
ever, there  does  not  seem  to  have  been  any  necessity,  to 
consider,  whether  that  gift,  in  itself,  was  too  remote,  or  not:' 
for,  as  it  was  postponed  to  a  bequest,  which  was,  undoubtedly, 
in  that  predicament,  (the  vesting  of  the  shares  of  the 
daughters*  children  being  expressly  postponed  to  their  ages 
of  twenty-five,)  it  was  void,  on  that  account  Nor  was  the 
case  of  the  parties  claiming  under  the  gift-over,  assisted  by 
the  argument,  xjxfj^  at  the  bar,  that  the  prior  bequest  was 
a  vested  gift  to  the  children,  subject  to  be  divested,  on  a 
chikl's  not  attaining  twenty-five ;  for,  even  assuming  such 
to  be  the  proper  construction  of  the  first  pft,  the  Executoiy 
limitation  was,  cleariy,  void,  as  depending  on  too  remote  an 
expectancy. 

Lastly,  in  the  very  recent  case  of  Griffith  v.  Bluni,  (r)  Case  of 
there  was  a  bequest,  in  trust,  to  accumulate  for  all  the  Bhmt. 
children  of  A.  and  B.,  (who  were  living)  equally,  the  shares 
of  sons  to  be  vested  at  twenty-five,  and  of  daughters,  at 
twenty-five,  or  marriage,  and,  if  one  child  only,  to  be  paid  at 
twenty-five,  or  marriage ;  with  cross-limitations,  in  case  of 
the  death  of  any  son,  under  twenty-five,  or  of  any  daughter, 
under  that  age,  unmarried :  and  it  was  held,  that  the  be- 
quest was  too  remote ;  the  vesting,  and  not  the  time  of 
payment  and  distribution  only,  being  postponed. 

(z)  4  BcAT.  248. 
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Cueof  Dadson 
V.  Hay, 


Cue  of 

Mcmigomerjf  v. 
WoodUy, 


Cue  of 
Binghy  v. 
BroadheatL 


< '  Tte  iiuthorities,  applidftble  to  cases  of  immediate  or  yalid 
vestit^  and  postponed  pOisession,  are  now  to  be  noticecL 

In  Dodson  v.  Hay^  (a)  a  testator  gave  unto  the  childfen 
of  his  sister,  the  whole  of  hb  real  and  personal  estate,  (sub- 
ject to  legacies,)  and  proceeded  as  follows  :-^**  it  is  my  par- 
ticular vrill  and  desire,  that  the  children,  all  of  them,  be 
educated  with  the  yearly  interest  of  whatever  portion  of  my 
estate  may  &11  to  each  respective  diild's  lot  or  share,  and 
euch  portion  not  to  be  otherwise  claimed  or  inherited,  directly 
or  indirectly,  until  the  said  children  arrive  at  the  age  of 
twenty-two  years,  whether  married  or  single  z^  a  daughter 
having  died  under  twenty-two,  her  share  was  claimed  by 
her  representative.  It  was  held,  by  Sir  IL  P.  Arden,  M.  R., 
that  the  subsequent  words  were  too  vague,  to  control  die 
previous  clear  bequest,  from  operating  to  give  immediate 
vested  interests  to  the  children,  and  that,  therefore^  the 
representative  of  the  deceased  child  was  entitled  to  her 
share. 

Li  the  case  of  Montgomery  v.  JFoodley,  (6)  there  was  a 
devise  of  real  estate,  with  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate, 
upon  long  limitations  in  strict  settlement,  including  estates 
to  persons  unborn,  and  a  subsequent  direction,  that  none  of 
the  devisees  should  take,  or  come  into  possession,  before 
the  age  of  twenty-fite.  It  was  held,  that  this  direction  was 
confined  to  the  actual  possession,  and  did  not  operate,  by 
way  of  pro  tanto  revocation  of  the  prior  pfts,  which  (as  was 
observed  by  Lord  Ahanley,  C.,)  would  have  had  the  effect 
of  rendering  all  the  limitations,  to  the  unborn  persons,  void. 

In  Bingley  v.  Broadhead,  (c)  there  was  a  devise  to  A., 
an  infimt,  for  life,  and  his  first  and  other  sons^  in  strict 
settlement,  widi  remainders,  for  similar  estates^  and 
a  direction,  that,  *^  during  the  minority  of  the  heirs  of  the 
A.  fiunily,"  an  accumulation  of  the  rents  should  be  made ; 


(a)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  404. 
(»)  5  Vcs.  522. 


(e)  8  Veg.  415. 
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the aceumulatioiis  to  be  lakl oul  in  '«  pmrchase^' ^on^Hhe 

tniaor  arrives  at  the  fiiU  age  of  twejity-five  jearsi.andji  thea, 

the  heur  lo  take. fall  poesession  of  this  estate.^    A. question  ' 

arose,  as  to  the  disposition  of  the  accumulated  rents,  between 

the  tenant  for  life  and  the  persons  entitled  in  remainder ; 

but  the  pointy  to  be  here  noticed,  is,  that  there  was. a  elaimf 

iy  the  keir-Hit^aw  of  the  devisor^  on  account,  (as  roust  be 

supposed,)  of  the  direction,  as  to  the  postponement  of  pos*- 

^ession,  having  the  effect  of  invalidating  the  xemainderB, 

subsequent  to  the.  first  life^estate:  which  clmm,  however. 

Sir  ^^  &ran^,  M.  R.,  deemed  groundles&r 

In  Kevem  v.  WiUiamis  {d)  there  was  a  devise  of  residuary  Case  of 
estate,  to  tnistees,  in  trust  for  the  testator's  wife,  for  life,  wSSmi. 
and  after  her  decease,  to  preserve  the  then  remaining  part 
of  the  testator^s  estate,  for  the  grandchildren  of  his  brotheri 
C,  to  be  by  them  received,  in  equal  proportions,  when  they 
should  severaUjf  attain  the  age  of  twenty-Jive  years,  and  when 
the  youngest  should  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-^five 
years,  and  he  or  she  should  have  received  their  final  divi- 
dend  or  share  of  the  testator's  estate,  the  trust  should  cease. 
It  was  held,  that  the  bequest  was  not  void  for  remoteness ; 
a  distinction  being  made,  by  the  testator,  between  the  time 
of  vesting  of  the  gift,  and  the  time  of  enjoyment 

In  Bland  v.  Williafns,  (e)  there  was  a  devise  of  residue,  case  of  Biaad 
to  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits,  and  ^'  ''™***^' 
apply  them,  or  a  sufficient  part  thereof,  to  the  maintenance 
and  education  of  the  child  or  children  of  the  testator^s 
daughters^  until  they  should  respectively  attain  the  age 
of  twenty-four,  and  when  and  as  they  should  respectively 
attain  that  age,  then,  to  pay,  assign,  &c.,  all  the  residue, 
with  such  proceeds  as  should  not  have  been  applied  for  and 
towards  their  maintenance  and  education,  equally,  unto  and 
amongst  all  the  said  children,  when  and  as  they  should  sever^ 
aUy  and  respectively  attain  the  said  age  ;  and  in  case  any 
or  either  of  the  said  children  should  die  before  they  attained 

(<f)  5  Sm.  171.  (<)  3  Myl.  &  K.  41 1. 
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that  age,  and  without  lawful  issue  of  his  or  her  body,  the 
trustees  were  to  pay,  assign,  &&,  all  the  residue,  to  such  of 
the  sa$He  children  €u  should  attain  tweniy^four^  diare  and 
share  alike,  if  more  than  one,  and,  if  but  one,  then,  the 
whole  to  that  one ;  with  a  gift-over,  if  all  the  children  should 
die  under  the  age  of  twenty-four,  and  without  leaving  lawful 
issue*  Sir  John  Leachf  M.  R.,  said,  that  the  gift-over  was, 
not  simply  upon  the  death  under  twenty-four,  but,  upon  the 
death  under  twenty-four,  without  leaving  issue ;  and,  there- 
fore, that  the  devise  was,  ui  effect,  of  a  vested  interest,  with 
an  Executory  devise-over,  in  case  of  death  under  twenty- 
four  without  leaving  issue.  It  may  be  observed,  however, 
that  the  distinction,  seemingly  taken  by  the  learned  judge, 
between  a  gift-over,  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  deinaee 
under  a  specified  age,  and  a  similar  limitation,  in  the  event 
of  his  death  under  that  age,  without  leaving  issue,  appears  to 
be  ill-founded ;  and  that  the  gift-over,  in  either  case,  is  of 
equal  force,  in  favor  of  the  construction  of  an  immediate 
vesting.  (  /  ) 

Case  of  Biease  In  Bleatc  V.  Burgh,  (g)  there  was  a  g^  of  residuaiy 
estate,  to  tnistees,  in  trust,  to  accumulate,  and  to  stand 
possessed  of  the  property,  and  its  accumulations,  in  trust 
for  all  the  children  of  J.  B.,  other  than  A.,  and  to  be  paid 
on  their  attaming  twenty^three  ;  with  a  gift-over,  in  the  event 
of  the  death  of  all  the  said  children  under  twenty-three.  It 
was  held,  by  Lord  Langdale^  M.  R.,  that  the  l^;acy  passed 
immediate  vested  interests  to  the  children  of  J.  &,  with  a 
postponed  time  of  payment 

Ga«e  of  ^  d;  In  Doe  dem.  DoUey  v.  Wardy  (A)  a  testator  devised  fiee- 
hold  and  other  proper^,  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  his  daugh- 
ter, S.,  for  life,  and  fix>m  and  after  her  decease,  to  such  of  her 
children  as  she  then  had,  or  might  have,  if  a  son  or  sons,  at 
his  or  their  age  or  ages  of  tweniythree  years,  and,  if  a 
daughter  or  daughters,  at  her  or  their  age  or  ages  of  twent^- 

(/)  See  1  Jftm.  Wills,  774,  775,  (g)  2  Baav.  221. 

776.  (A)  9  Ad.  &  EIL  682. 


DotteyY.  Ward. 
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one  jeaxBf  their  respective  heirs,  executors^  administntordy 
and  aasignSy  according  to  the  nature  thereof,  as  tenantB  in 
common;  and  in  case  of  the  deathitf  anychildof  S.,if  ason, 
under  twenty-three,  and,  if  a  daughter,  under  twenty-one,  his 
or  her  share  to  go  to  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  the  said 
children,  being  a  son  or  sons,  at  his  or  their  age  or  ages  of 
ttDewhf^4hree  yearsj  and,  being  a  daughter  or  daughters,  at 
her  or  their  age  or  ages  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  in  case 
S.  should  have  only  one  child,  if  a  son,  that  should  attain 
twenty-three,  and,  if  a  daughter,  that  should  attain  twenty- 
one,  the  testator  gave  the  aforesiud  property,  unto  such 
only  child,  so  attaining  such  age,  his  or  her  heirs,  executors, 
and    administrators;  and  the  testator  directed,  that  the  ^  . 

rents  issues  interest  and  annual  produce  should,  until  his 
said  grandchildreu  attained  such  ages  as  afbresud,  be  ap» 
plied  for  their  mainteniMnce  and  education*    The  will  con- 
tained a  devise-over,  to  a  son  and  other  daughters  of  the 
testator,  and  their  children,  if  all  the  children  of  S.  died 
imder  the  prescribed  ages.    There  was,  also,  an  ultimate 
devise-over,  in  case  of  the  death  of  all  the  testator's  grand- 
children, then  bom  or  thereafter  to  be  bom,  if  a  son  or 
sons;,  imder  the  age  of  twenty-three,  or,  if  a  daughter  or 
daughters,  under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  without  leaving 
any  child  or  children,  them  or  any  of  them  surviving,  in 
favor  of  the  testator^s  nephews  and  nieces.    The  testator's 
daughter,  &,  having  died,  the  freehold  property  was  claimed 
by  the  heip-at-law,  on  the  ground,  that  the  devise  to  the 
children  of  S.,  and  all  the  subsequent  limitations,  were  too 
remote^  and  void.    After  an  elaborate  argument,  and  a 
thorough  investigation  of  the  authorities,   the   Court  of 
B.  B^  decided,  that  the  children  took  a  vested  interest, 
on  the  death  of  S.,  and,  consequently,  that  the  devise  to 
them  was  not  void  for  remoteness. 

Besides  these  authorities,  there  are  the  cases  of  Ron  v. 
Rou,  (f)  Breedon  v.  Tugmath  (*)  Phippi  v.  Williams,  (/) 

(0  1  Jac  &  W.  164,  (/)  6  Shn.  44. 

(A)  3  M^  &  K.  3S9. 
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iSlpiof9  V,  Pouldefii  (i»)  Jotelyn  v.  Joselyn,  («)  Doe  dem, 
Cadogan  v.  Ewarty  (o)  and  Saundert  v.  Vauiierj  {p)  in  which 
the  question  of  the  remoteness  of  the  limitation  did  not 


(»)  1  Keen,  186. 

(n)  9  SsL  63. ' 

<o)  7  Ad.  &  EIL  638. 

(p)  1  Cr.  &  Ph.  240;  4  Beev. 
1 15.  In  reference  to  this  cases  and 
that  o{Jo9dyn  ▼.  Juefyu,  mbi  tupra,  a 
recent  writer  on  the  Thellusson  Act, 
(39  &  40  Geo.  3,  e.  98, )  after  noticing 
those  cases,  in  which  directions  for 
accumulation  have  been  held  tpkoOy 
wrid,  as  exceedmg  the  allowed  limits  of 
perpehdt^  and  not  void  for  the  excess 
only,  as  would  ha?e  been  the  con- 
struction, had  they  only  transgressed 
the  boundaiics  of  accumulation,  has 
obsenrcd,  as  follows  :— "  There  is 
another  class  of  accumulations,  which, 
at  first  sight,  appear  to  be  within, 
but,  upon  consideration,  wilt  be  fonnd 
to  be  beyond,  the  operation  of  the  Act ; 
and,  upon  the  same  principle,  as  was 
iuTolTed  in  the  preceding  cases.  The 
eases  allnded  to  are,  where  gifts  or 
legacies  are  directed  not  to  be  ftilly 
enjoyed,  until  some  years  after  the 
donee  or  legatee  shall  have  attained 
asajority ;  and  accumulation  expressly 
or  impliedly  is  directed,  until  the  gift 
or  legacy  becomes  enjoyable.  In 
these  cases,  if  the  gift  or  legacy  can, 
on  a  fair  conatmctioo,  be  held  to  vest, 
and  be  payable,  when  the  donee  or 
legatee  attains  majority,  according  to 
the  roles  of  laws  allecting  the  case, 
dehor*  the  act,  the  fund,  with  its  ac- 
cumulations, will  be  ordered  to  be 
tnmsferred  at  that  age;  the  subse- 
quent accumulations  failing,  not  by 
force  of  the  Thellusson  Act,  but, 
because  they  were  void,  dehors  that 
Act.  Thus,  in  the  cases  of  Joeefyn 
V.  Jofc/jrii,  and  Saunders  v.  Faaifter, 
all  consideration  of  the  Thellusson 
Act  was  excluded ;  the  Court  pro- 
ceeding to  the  construction  of  the 


lettator*s  will,  precisely  as  if  thai  Act 
had  not  paased ;  and,  baring,  in  each 
case,  held,  that  the  infant  took  an  im- 
mediate vested  interest  in  the  legacy, 
ordered  the  fund,  with  its  aocomnl^ 
tions,  to  be  transferred  to  the  infimt, 
on  his  attainment  of  twenty-one  years 
of  age;  although  the  testator  had 
directed  the  accumulation  to  continne, 
in  the  former  case,  until  the  donee 
had  attained  twenty  four,  and,  in  the 
latter,  until  he  had  attained  twenty- 
five  years  of  age  ;  and  althoqgh,  in 
both  cases,  the  accumulation,  as 
directed  by  the  testator,  wovld  not 
have  exceeded  the  statotory  limits.'* 
Hargr.  Accum.  109,  110.  Now,  if, 
by  the  accumulations  failing,  **  be- 
cause they  were  void,  dekms  the 
Thellusson  Act,**  be  aoeant,  their 
remoteness  under  the  law  of  Perpe- 
tuity, the  whole  of  thb  proposition 
must  bo  excepted  to.  For,  in  Jmefym 
V.  Jouljfn,  and  Saumders  v.  Fonticr, 
the  legatee  was  a  person  t«  esse,  and 
the  postponement  of  the  vesting  be- 
yond minority  would  not,  thcreloR, 
have  rendered  the  gift,  void  for  re- 
moteness (vide  ««pra,  p.  458).  Nor 
was  the  l^acy,  in  either  of  the  cases 
in  question,  *'  held  to  vest  and  be  pay- 
able, when  the  donee  or  legatee  at- 
tained minority  ;**  and,  on  that  groond, 
transferred,  with  its  acrmulationn,  to 
the  legatee,  at  that  age ;  for,  it  was 
expressly  decided,  that  the  legatees 
took  immediate  vested  interests, 
without  reference  to  m^ority,  or  any 
other  age.  As  far  as  the  doctrine  of 
Perpetuity  was  concerned,  the  log^ 
cies  might  have  been  held  to  vest  at 
the  ages  specified  in  the  beqoest%  or 
at  any  other  ages,  had  the  mles  of 
law  required  such  aconstnictiaii ;  and 
it  »  quite  clear»  that,  in  sodi  a 
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arue,  as  the  devisee  or  legatee,  in  each  case,  was  a  person 
i»  esse,  and  named ;  and  the  postponement  of  beneficial 
enjoyment  by  him,  therefore,  to  some  age  greater  than 
majority,  (which  was  the  feet,  in  each  of  the  cases  men* 
tioned,)  coold  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  limitations ;  but 
those  cases  are,  nevertheless,  valuable,  as  proving  the  dis- 
position of  the  Courts,  both  of  law  and  equity,  towards 
the  vesting  of  estates,  where  a  contrary  construction  is  not 
forced  upon  them,  by  the  unambiguously  expressed  intent 
of  the  author  of  the  gifts. 

It  has  been  above  remarked,  (q)  that,  in  cases  where  the  The  extent,  to 
possessoiy  enjoyment  of  limitations  is  deferred  to  too  re-  posaefision  u 
mote  a  period,  the  possession  will  be  accelerated,  to  the  ^^2ie8^<ter 
extent  of  the  excess  of  postponement.     But,  this  must  be  oongidenticm. 
understood,  with  the  qualification,  that  there  is  some  valid 
divesting  gifl^  to  take  effect  before  the  expiration  of  the 
period,  to  which  the  suspension  of  actual  enjoyment  is  so 
cut  down ;  for,  if  there  be  no  such  divesting  limitation,  the 
donee  will,  in  all  cases,  be  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the 
property,  or  to  the  receipt  of  the  fund,  on  his  attainment  of 


tlie  accunralations  might  have  gone 
on,  ftr  twenty-one  yean  from  the 
ieitaior's  death,  as  not  being  **yoid 
ddkon  the  Thellosson  Act"  The 
troe  ground  of  the  decisions,  in  the 
two  cases  alloded  to,  seems  to  bo, 
that,  the  legacies  being  Tested  at 
once,  and  there  being  merely  a  post- 
poned enjoyment,  without  any  gift- 
over,  in  the  erent  of  the  legatees  not 
attaining  sach  full  ei\joyment,  the 
cooaeqiiences  of  the  right  of  property 
ineritably  attached ;  one  of  which  was, 
the  power  to  assume  an  absolute  con- 
trol orer,  and,  therefore,  to  demand  a 
transfer  of,  the  fund,  immediately  on 
attaining  isiyority ;  it  being  open  to 
the  legatee,  either,  to  allow  the  ac- 
mulatioiie  to  proceed,  until  his  attain- 
ment of  the  age  specified  in  the  will, 
or,  (aa  the  attainment  of  a  particular 
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age  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the  gift,) 
to  anticipate  the  accumulations,  by 
taking  the  ftmd  into  his  own  hands, 
immediately  the  law  gave  him  the 
power  of  affecting  or  disposing  of  his 
property.  That  this  is  the  proper 
interpretation  of  the  decisions  in 
question,  is  conclusively  established, 
by  the  observation  of  Lord  Lang' 
dakf  (4  Beav.  116,)  on  one  of  the 
cases  again  coming  before  the  Court, 
to  the  effect,  that,  **  where  a  legacy  is 
directed  to  accumulate  for  a  certain 
period,  or  where  the  payment  is  post- 
poned, the  legatee,  if  ho  has  an  abso- 
lute indefeasible  interest  in  the  legacy, 
is  not  bound  to  wait  until  the  expira- 
tion of  that  period,  but  may  require 
payment,  the  moment  he  is  competent 
to  give  a  valid  discharge.** 
(9)   Vidg  auproj  p.  512. 
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majority ;  because,  as,  ex  hypothesis  be  is  the  only  person 
interested  under  the  limitations,  and  entitled  to  the  income, 
and,  as  he  is  competent  to  claim  possession,  and  give  all 
necessary  dischaiges,  no  object  is  to  be  served,  by  delaying 
his  personal  enjoyment,  and  by  accumulating  income,  which 
the  donee  must,  in  any  case,  enjoy,  either  personally,  or,  by 
his  representatives,  whether  in  the  character  of  an  aggie- 
gate,  or  of  a  yearly-accruing,  fund,  (r) 

(r)  Vide  npnt,  p.  529,  n. 
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CHAPTER  XXra. 

OF  THE  RULE  AGAINST  PERPBTUITIBSy  AS  IT  AFFECTS 
TESTED  LIMITATIONS^  BfADE  SUBJECT  TO  SUBSEQUENT 
DIVE8T1NO  GIFTS. 

Whenever  a  gift  is  creative  of  a  present  vested  interest.  Remarks  as 
with  a  deferred  period  of  enjoyment,  it  is  usually  followed  dWestbiff  prior 
by  an  Executory  limitation,  to  take  efiect  in  case  of  the  death  ][^t£^r^- 
of  the  donee  under  the  age,  or  prior  to  the  happening  of  the  »ezion  with  the 

peroetotty* 

contingency,  at  or  on  which  his  interest  is  to  be  completed  rale, 
in  possession.     Indeed,  as  we  have  seen,  the  circumstance 
of  there  being  such  a  gift-over,  is  one  of  the  most  forcible 
aigumentSy  in  fieivor  of  the  immediate  vesting  of  the  limi- 
tation, in  cases  of  doubtful  construction.     Having  ascer- 
tained^   in    any  given   case,  that  there  is  a  futurity  of 
poasesmon  only,  as  distinct  from  a  postponed  vesting,  the 
question  arises,  whether,  where  the  original  gift  is  subject 
to  a  divesting  clause,  to  take  effect  upon  the  death  of  the 
donee  before  the  arrival  of  the  period  of  possessory  enjoy- 
ment, that  period  is  within  the  prescribed  boundaries  of 
remoteness.     And  so,  also,  if  the  first  limitation  be,  to  a 
class  of  persons,  who  are  not  to  become  entitled  in  actual 
possession,  until  a  period,  posterior  to  the  time  of  vesting, 
and  tbe  gift  is  followed  by  a  clause  of  accruer  or  survivor- 
ship, between  and  among  the  members  of  the  class,  in 
case  of  the  death  of  any  of  them,  prior  to  the  time  of 
possessory   enjoyment,  the  question  of  the  remoteness  of 
the  event,  contemplated  by  the  divesting  gift,  inevitably 
arises.      Upon  the  assumption  of  the  vesting  and  possession 
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of  the  original  gift  being  coincidenl,  this  question  can  never 
directly  arise :  because,  if  that  gift  be  valid,  the  Executory 
limitation,  which  is  to  take  effect  in  the  alternative  of  the 
same  contingency,  must  be  good,  also;  and  it  is  equally 
certain,  that,  if  the  first  limitation  be  void,  as  too  remote, 
the  ulterior  gift  must,  likewise,  necessarily,  fail. 
Rule  is,  that         The  general  rule  is,  that,  if  the  clause  of  accruer,  or 
tion  becomes     Other  the  gift,  engrafted  on,  or  limited  in  derogation  o(  the 
remote^divest-   o^W^^^  limitation,  is  to  take  effect  on  too  remote  a  contin- 
ing  gift  is  void,  gency,  such  limitation  is  not  invalidated,  but  is  rendered 
absolute,  by  relieving  it  from   the  clauses,  quali^ing  or 
divesting  the  interests  of  its  objects,  (s)    The  interest,  first 
given,  being  (upon  the  hypothesis  assumed,)  vested,  it  can 
only  be  made  liable  to  be  defeated,  by  a  gift  of  perfect 
validity,  and  unambiguous  import.    And  if  such  qiudities 
cannot  be  predicated  of  any  particular  Elsecutory  limitation, 
it  is  manifest,  that,  so  fiur  as  concerns  its  effect  upon  the 
original  gift,  the  latter  must  be  construed,  as  though  it  had 
been  limited  absolute  and  entirely  unrestricted :  for,  to  hold, 
that  a  limitation,  though  void  in  itself  should  yet  have  the 
force  of  qualifying  or  divesting  a  previous  perfectly  valid 
gift,  no  otherwise  connected  with  it,  would  be,  to  retiun  the 
practical  influence  of  a  disposition,  while  its  scope  and 
object  are  condemned  and  frustrated. 
And  sme^  It  is  a  consequence  of  this  rule,  that,  where  the  d<mee, 

taking  nnder     entitled  under  the  original  gift,  dies  after  acquiring  a  vested 
before^^     interest,  although  before  the  age  or  other  the  contingency 
wubmUited     contemplated  by  the  remote  divesting  clause,  as  the  event 
bw  divestiiig      on  which  that  interest  was  to  become  adbsolute  and  inde- 
feasible, his  representative  will  be  entitled,  in  the  same 
manner,  as  if  the  enjoyment  had  been  in  no  wise  postponed, 
and  no  divesting  gift  had  been  superadded.     And,  acoMd- 
ingly,  in  several  of  the  authorities  before  cited,  in  whicfa 
the  construction  of  an  immediate  vesting  obtained,  it  will 
be  found,  that  the  dispute,  as  tO'  the  character  of  the  limi* 

(j)  1  Jarm.  Wais,  263. 
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tatioDSy  was  carried  on  between  the  representative  of  the 
person  entitled  under  the  ori^al  gift,  and  the  object  of 
the  Executory  limitation,  (t). 

On  the  other  hand,  it  scarcely  needs  observation,  that,  if  If  dhrwtiag 
the  divesting  clause  be  not  too  remote,  the  happening  of  ^Imote,  H  will 
the  specified  contingency  will  terminate  the  interest  on-  ^'^^'^^ 
ginally  given,  whether  in  the  hands  of  the  donee,  or  his 
representative,  (supposing  it  to  have  no  reference  to  his 
death  under  a  particular  age,  in  which  case,  there  can,  of 
course,  be  no  representation,)  and  wiU  give  eflRect  to  the 
Executory  limitation. 

The  foregoing  observadons  will  demonstrate  the  ftllacy  Ranwkastoa 
of  the  aigument,  not  uncommonly  uiged,  {u)  that,  the  fallacy  opan 
oonstniction,  necessarily  alternative  to  that  of  a  postponed  ^^  *^i4^^ 
vesting  and  enjoyment,  being,  that  the  interest  is  tmrne^ 
diately  vested,  subject  to  be  divested,  the  divesting  clause, 
in  such  latter  case,  is,  consequently,  not  void  for  remote- 
ness ;  in  other  worde^  that  the  construction  which  validates 
the  original  gift,  is  equally  preservative  of  the  Executory 
limitation. 

It  remains,  to  be  observed,  that,  though  the  period  of  Ramoto  di. 
deferred  enjoyment,  and  the  contingency,  provided  for  by  J^^Son^Mir 
the  divesting  clause,  ordinarily,  correspond ;  the  g^ft  fidling  ^»  "^^ 
into  possession,  and  becoming  absolute  and  indefeasible, 
mnultaneously ;  the  effect  of  the  event  contemplated  being 
too  remote,  materially  differs,  in  respect  to  each.     We  have 
seen,  that,  as  regards  the  postponed  possession,  the  excess 
of  remoteness  is  vacated,  and  the  enjoyment,  accelerated. 
But,  with  reference  to  the  divesting  clause,  the  contingency 
contemplated,  must  be,  either,  wholly  good,  as  within  the 
limits,  or,  it  must  be  entirely  void,  as  too  remote :  it  cannot 
be  left  to  eventual  determination,  whether  the  Executory 
Umitation  shall  be  capable  of  taking  efiect,  or  not,  within 
the  Rule  against  Perpetuities. 

(<)  And  8M  Lam  r.  G9ttdg$9  9  (»)  8ee  tho  argnnMnt,  for  tiM 
Ves.  225;  Jime$  ▼.  MmMbom,  1  legatees-over,  in  Bing  ?.  Sardmiek, 
Rum.  220.  2Beay.357. 
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CHAPTER  XXIV. 

OF  TUE  BULB  AGAINST  rBBPETUITIBB^  AS  IT  ATFBCTS  UMI- 
TATIONSy  ABSOLUTE  IN  TBS  FIB8T  IN8TANCB,  WITH  8UB- 
SBQUBNT  QUAUFTDfO  AND  BBBTBICTINO  OUTS  ENGEAFTED 
UPON  THEM. 

It  has  been  already  hinted^  that,  in  deciding  on  the 
character  of  a  limitation,  in  reference  to  the  period  of  its 
vesting,  the  Courts  do  hot  pay  any  rq;anl  to  the  conse- 
quences which  may  attach  on  any  particular  constnictionf 
by  the  application  of  the  Role  against  Perpetuities^  i^  upon 
principle  and  authority,  such  construction  would  hold,  in  a 
similar  case,  where  the  remoteness  of  the  limitation  did  not 
come  in  question.  But  this  disr^:ard  of  consequences  will 
not  be  allowed  to  extend  to  cases  of  gifts,  the  remote 
portion  of  which  is  superinduced  upon,  or  has  no  necessary 
connexion  with,  a  prior  complete  and  valid  disposition, 
nittrtnition  of  As,  if  property  be  limited,  by  will,  to  an  unborn  peraon, 
here  noJoed.  absolutely,  and,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  same  will,  or, 
in  a  codicil,  there  be  a  clause,  curtailing  the  previous  abso- 
lute gift,  to  a  life-interest,  by  a  provision,  that  the  property 
shall  be  settled  upon  the  devisee  or  legatee,  for  his  life, 
only,  and  after  his  decease,  upon  his  children.  Here,  it 
will  be  perceived,  the  restrictive  gift  is  engrafted  upon  a 
limitation,  perfectly  complete  in  itself,  and  does  not,  there^ 
fore,  so  necessarily  form  part  of  it,  as  to  involve  it  in  any 
In  these  cuei ,  invalidity,  which  may  aifect  the  former.     And,  aocoidiiiriy, 

FeBBote  modi*  ^ 

in  such  cases,  it  has  been  held,  that  the  first  absolute  gift 
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takes  eflect,  and  that  the  modifying  clauses  must  be  re^  fying  gifts 
jected.  This  ral^  as  it  has  been  said,  (v)  proceeds  from  ^ 
an  anxiety,  to  prevent  a  testator's  diifxmtive  scheme  from 
proving  abortive  on  account  of  the  remoteness  of  a  specific 
portion  of  such  scheme.  And  the  particular  ground,  on 
which  the  construction  in  question  is  rested,  is,  that  the 
author  of  the  limitations  intends  the  prior  absolute  gift  to 
prevail,  except  so  far  <mly  (U  Hit  effeetuaUy  superseded  by 
the  subsequent  qualifying  one.  (w) 

Thus,  in  Carver  v.  Bowles^  (x)  a  testatrix,  under  a  power  Case  of  Canur 
of  appointment^  in  iavor  of  her  children,  contained  in  her 
marriage-settlement,  appointed  the  property,  to  her  five 
children,  two  sons  and  three  daughters,  in  equal  shares, 
ahsohUely  ;  and  the  testatrix  then  declared,  and  appointed, 
^8o  &r  as  she  lawfully  or  equitably  could  or  might,''  that 
the  one-fiflh  so  appointed  to  each  of  her  daughters  should 
be*  held  upon  trust  for  the  daughter,  for  her  separate  use, 
for  Ufe,  and  afler  her  decease,  for  the  children  of  such 
daughter,  and  in  default  of  childrep,  in  trust  for  such 
persons  as  the  daughter  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of  ap- 
pointment, for  her  next  of  kin.  It  was  held,  by  Sir  J.  Leach, 
M.  R.,lhat  the  words  of  the  appointment  were  suflScient, 
to  vest  the  shares  absolutely  in  the  daughters,  in  the  first 
instance,  and  that  the  attempted  restriction  of  their 
interests,  by  means  of  limitations  to  their  issue,  being 
inoperative,  as  too  remote,  did  not  abridge  the  absolute 
appointment:  his  honor  was  of  opinion,  however,  that  the 
restrictions,  as  to  the  enjoyment  by  the  dau^ters,  were 
good,  and  took  efiect  This  latter  circumstance  proves,  Obsenraiions 
how  strongly  the  Court  will  endeavour  to  support  the  ^b^Um,  "^'^^ 
testator's  main  disposition;  as  the  trust  for  separate  use 
and  proviso  against  anticipation,  which  the  Court  held 
valid,  were  part  of  the  very  restrictive  gift,  the  main  object 

\9)  1  Jami.  Wills,  257.  Amoid  ▼.  Congrw^,  1    Riiss.  &  My. 

(m)  Ibtd.  209. 

(i-)  1  Rubs,  fi  My.  306.     And  see 
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of  wbidi  was  condemned  and  frustrated^  as  inoperative  to 
control  the  previous  absolute  iqipointment 
^^■JJJ^^^P/  Again,  in  the  case  of  Kampf  v-  Jime^  (y)  a  testatrix, 
having  powers  of  appointment,  under  two  settlementB^  in 
fiivor  of  her  children,  appointed  part  of  the  trust  fundi^  to 
her  five  children,  four  sons  and  one  daughter;  and  the  te^ 
tatrix  directed,  that  the  share  of  the  daughter  should  be  a 
vested  interest  in  her,  on  attaining  twen^-one,  or  marriage 
with  consent ;  but  she,  also,  directed,  that  such  daughter's 
share  should,  on  her  attaining  a  vested  interest,  be  invested 
in  the  joint  names  of  the  trustees  and  the  daughter,  and 
that  the  same  should  be  held,  in  trust  for  the  daughter,  for 
her  separate  use,  for  her  life,  and  after  her  decease,  in  trust 
for  her  children,  equally,  and  in  defiiult  of  children,  in  trust 
for  her  next  of  kin.  A  question  arose,  whether  the  interests, 
appointed  to  the  unborn  children  of  the  daughter,  whidi 
were  too  remote,  belonged  to  her,  or  were  divisible  betwemi 
all  the  children  of  the  testatrix,  in  consequence  of  the  de* 
feult  of  appointment ;  it  being  contended,  on  behalf  of  the 
daughter,  on  the  authority  of  Carver  v.  Bowles,  that,  the 
fund  being  appointed  to  her,  in  the  first  instance,  the  abso- 
lute gift  to  her,  of  one-fifth,  had  not  been  cut  down  by  the 
subsequent  ineflectual  gift-over  to  her  children;  and  that, 
consequently,  she  was  absolutely  entitled  to  that  p(»tiai&  of 
the  fund.  Lord  Langdale,  M.  R.,  sud :— ^'<  I  think,  that, 
upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Carver  v.  Bowles,  this  is  an 
absolute  appointment,  for  the  benefit  of  this  lady,  subject  only 
to  such  restrictions,  within  the  limits  of  the  power,  as  are 
afterwards  properly  imposed  on  her.  The  difference,  be- 
tween this  case,  and  the  case  of  Carver  v.  Bowles,  whidi 
strikes  one  at  first,  is,  that,  in  the  case  of  Carver  v.  Bowles, 
the  gift-over  was  contingent,  on  whether  the  testator  could  do 
what  he  was  about  to  do :  he  says,  *so  far  as  I  lawfiilly  or 
equitably  can  or  may.'     Now,  I  think,  although  those  wcmls 

(y)  2  Kcon.  766.    And  see  Church  v.  Kembk,  5  Sub.  S2&. 
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are  not  contained  in  the  clause  in  this  will,  yet,  the  effect 
must,  necessarily^  be  the  same.  She  has  used  very  neariy 
the  same  words,  which  were  considered  to  give  an  absolute 
Tested  interest  to  the  daughter.  She  has  made  limitatioDS, 
whichy  to  a  certain  extent,  were  quite  within  her  power ;  but 
she  has  attempted  to  make  others,  which  were  beyond  the 
limits  of  her  power ;  and  I  think,  that  the  absolute  gift 
oug^t  to  have  effect,  subject  to  the  limitations  which  were 
within  the  power,  and  free  fix>m  the  others." 

And  so,  abo,  in  the  case  o(  Ring  v.  Hardwick^  {z)  there  Cmh  of  Rmg 
was  a  bequest  of  residuary  personid  estate,  in  trust  for  the  ^'  ^^'^^^' 
testator's  wife,  for  life,  or  until  widowhood,  and  after  her 
death  or  second  marriage,  to  make  a  division  between  his 
four  children ;  the  shares  of  his  two  sons  to  be  paid  and 
transferred  to  them,  immediately  upon  the  decease  or  second* 
marriage  of  his  wife ;  but,  as  to  the  shares  of  the  testator's 
peraonal  estate,  which  would  become  the  property  of  his 
danj^ters,  his  wOI  was,  that  the  whole  of  such  shares  should 
be  invested,  and  the  dividends  of  the  respective  investments 
paid  to  each  of  his  daughters,  for  her  separate  use,  for  her 
life,  and  after  her  decease,  then,  that  the  capital  should 
be  divided  amongst  and  between  the  children  of  sudi 
daughter,  in  equal  shares,  at  the  age  of  twenty-five ;  with 
substitutionaiy  gifts,  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  of  the 
chOdren  of  the  daughters  under  the  required  age ;  and  of  an 
entire  failure  of  children  of  the  daughters  attaining  such  age. 
A  daughter  having  died  without  children,  her  share  was 
clumed  by  her  administrator ;  and  it  was  contended,  in  sup<^ 
port  of  that  daim,  that  the  direction  to  distribute  among  the 
testator^s  children  was  an  absolute  gift,  and  that,  the  attempt 
to  restrict  that  interest,  by  limitations  to  the  children  of  the 
daughters,  failing  {or  remoteness,  the  absolute  gift  remained 
unaffected.  Lord  Langdale,  M.  R.,  said,  that  he  thought, 
there  Was  sufficient  to  be  collected,  finom  the  prior  words  in 

(z)  2  Bevr.  352. 


Case  of 
Saumarez  v. 
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the  willy  to  give  an  absolute  interest  to  the  daughters ;  and 
that  those  prior  words  were  so  connected  with  what  followed, 
as  to  show,  that  the  testator  intended  a  restriction  ci  that 
absolute  interest :  and  that,  the  restriction  not  haTing  be* 
come  effectual,  the  whole  interest  remained  according  to 
the  original  gift* 

^■JJjf  ^^  And,  upon  the  same  [mnciple,  appears  to  have  been  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  fFelli  v.  Milling,  (a)  where  there 
was  a  bequest  of  a  rendue,  to  be  equally  divided  betwen  A., 
B.,  G.,  and  D.,  with  benefit  of  survivorship  between  them, 
in  case  of  the  death  of  any  or  either  of  them  without  issue ; 
and  it  was  held,  that  the  gift  was  absolute,  and  the  clause 
ofsurvivonhip,void. 

Again,  an  exemplification  of  this  doctrine  is  to  be  found 

Saumaret.  in  the  rcccut  casc  of  Saumarez  v.  Saumarez,  (b)  where  a 
testator,,  having  devised  fiieehold  proper^,  to  his  son,  R., 
(without  words  of  limitation,)  directed,  that  his  residuary 
estate  should  be  divided  between  his  son  and  two  daughters, 
subject  to  the  following  restrictions ;  and  the  testator  then 
{NTOceeded  thus  : — **  It  is  my  express  direction,  that  what- 
ever portion  may  devolve  to  my  said  son  shall  be  placed  in 
the  names  of  three  trustees,  the  interest  of  which  shall  be 
paid  to  him,  during  his  life.  And  I  direct,  that,  after  his 
death,  the  share  belonging  to  him  may  be  divided  between 
hie  children,  and  placed  in  the  names  of  trustees,  with  a 
power,  to  employ  the  interest  for  their  maintenance  and 
education;  and  I  give  the  said  trustees,  a  discretionaiy 
power,  to  employ  a  portion  of  the  capital,  if  it  be  found 
necessary,  for  their  advancement  and  settlement  in  life; 
and  after  each  of  them  has  attained  the  age  of  ttoenty-fice 
yearJ,  the  whole  of  their  share  to  be  transferred  to  them.** 
**  Should  my  son,  R.,  die  without  issue,  the  whole  of  the 
portion  which  may  have  been  placed  in  trust  for  him  b  to 
devolve  to  his  two  sisters,  during  their  life,  in  equal  jm>- 

(a)  Reported  in  3  Jur.  36.  (6)  4  My.  &  Cr.  331. 
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portioDSy  ami  after  their  death,  to  their  children.     And,  in 
like  manner,  if  any  of  bis  children  should  die  after  him,  and 
before  ihey  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty^five  yeare^  such 
portion  as  they  possess  is  to  be  divided  between  the  sui^ 
viving  brothers  and  sisters,  and  in  default  of  them,  the  whole 
is  to  go  to  the  children  of  my  daughters,  M.,  and  C,  in 
equal  proportions."    Upon  a  bill  filed  for  execution  of  the 
trusts  of  the  will,  and  declaration  of  the  rights  of  the  parties, 
(Hie  of  the  questions  was,  as  to  the  quantity  of  interest  taken 
by  B.,  in  the  devised  real  estate ;  and,  if  only  a  life-estate 
passed  under  the  devise  to  him,  whether  the  reversion  in 
fee  was  included  in  the  residuary  dispoMtion.     The  Master 
of  the  Rolls  decreed,  that  the  son  took  only  a  life-estate  in 
the  freehold  property,  and  that  the  reversion  in  fee  passed 
to  him  and  his  two  sisters,  in  equal  undivided  third  parts^, 
under  the  residuary  clause.   Upon  appeal,  this  decision  was 
affirmed  by  Lord  Chancellor  Cottenham  ;  his  lordship  con- 
cluding his  judgment,  with  the  opinion,  that  the  reversion 
of  the  real  estate,  which  passed  to  the  residuary  devisees, 
"  mutt  be  subject  to  the  tame  trusts  and  limitations^  as  the 
rest  of  the  property  comprised  in  that  clause.^  This  express 
sion,  obviously,  assumed,  that  the  qualifications,  superadded 
to  the  renduary  devise,  were  valid;  and  that,  again,  de- 
pended upon  the  question,  whether  the  vesting  of  the  in- 
terests of  the  son's  children,  was  suspended,  until  their  age 
of  twen^-five.     If  the  latter  inquiry  be  determined  in  the 
affirmative,  it  is  clear,  that  the  limitations  to  the  children 
were  void,  as  too  remote ;  and,  it  seems  equally  certain, 
that,  in  that  case,  as,  under  the  first  part  of  the  residuary 
clause,  there  was  an  absolute  gift  to  the  testator^s  son  9f\d 
daughters,  the  son's  share  would  remain  vested  in  him,  un- 
affected by  the  ulterior  restrictive  or  qualifying  limitations. 
Whether  this  point  was  present  to  the  mind  of  the  M.  R., 
when  he  pronounced  his  decree,  that  the  son  and  daughter 
were  entitled  to  the  reversion,  in  fee-simpk^  under  the 
residuary  gift,  does  not  appear;  but  it  may,  perhaps,  be 
considexed^  as  more  than  probable,  that  such  was  the  case. 
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1/octniio 
obuins,  not" 
wiihstaiidiiig 
ordinary  rule,  in 
favor  of  latter 
of  two  inoon- 
sbtent  gifts. 


Similarity  of 
this  class  of 
limitations  to 
that  considered 
in  last  Chapter. 


Whether 
doctrine 
applicable  to 
limitations  in 
deeds. 


The  rule  of  constniction,  we  have  been  consideriiigy  it 
will  be  observed,  affords  the  greater  evidence  of  the  inclina- 
tion of  the  Courts,  to  uphold  testamentaiy 
when  the  remote  portion  can  be  separated  from  the 
ff&9  (c)  as  it,  in  some  measure,  contravenes  the  general  role 
of  law,  which  prefers  the  posterior  of  two  inconsistent  limi- 
tations, in  a  wilL 

It  will,  also,  be  perceived,  that  thb  doctrine  bears  a 
strong  resemblance  to  the  rule,  discussed  in  the  preceding 
Chapter,  in  reference  to  remote  divesting  gifts,  engrsfted 
on  prior  limitations,  presendy  vested :  the  difierence  conast^ 
ing,  chiefly,  in  this ;  that,  in  regard  to  the  former,  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator  may  generally  be  presumed  to  have  been, 
to  confine  the  absolute  devisee  or  legatee,  to  a  life-interest; 
whereas,  in  the  case  of  the  latter,  there  is  (upon  the  terms 
of  the  hypothesis,)  a  clear  intention,  to  g^ve  the  whole  pix>- 
perty,  subject  only  to  a  disposition  of  it,  to  another  person, 
on  a  specified  event 

It  may  be  doubtfiil,  how  fiir  this  rule  would  be  applicable 
to  limitations  in  Deeds  ;  that  is,  whether  it  is  grounded,  so 
exclusively,  on  the  general  &vor  shown  to  testamentaiy  dia- 
positions,  as  to  leave  no  sufficient  reason,  on  which  to  rest, 
an  extension  of  it  to  gifts  in  instruments  inter  pivae.  Hie 
argument,  founded  on  the  ineflectual  character  of  the 
restrictive  or  qualifying  clause,  is,  certainly,  of  equal  ibroe^ 
whether  apjdied  to  limitations  in  wills,  or,  in  deeds;  but  it 
may  be  questioned,  whether  that  argument  enters  so  hr 
into  the  essence  of  the  rule,  as  to  necessitate,  or,  even,  admit 
of  its  application  to  limitations;,  of  the  character  oootem- 
plated  by  it,  when  other  than  testamentary. 


(e)  It  is  not  to  be  si^ypoiedf  bow* 
erer,  thai  this  rule  proceeds  solely 
from  a  denre  to  support  a  valid  limi- 
tadon,  against  the  operatioii  of  a  re* 
moU  restrictiTe  clause;  for,  in  the 
ease  of  WkiUtU  ▼.  Jhtdm,  2  Jac  & 
W.  279,  (which  preceded  all  the  < 


cited  in  the  tazt,)  Sr  7. 

M.  R.,  acted  upon  the  prindpleof 

holding   a   prior  abaohite  gift   «•- 

aiwfcted  by  a  robse^ncBt  ^^id^fng 

limitation,  in  evcota  «e 

by  the  latter. 
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OF  THB  BULB  AGAINST  PBRPBTmTI^  AS  IT  AFFECTS  THB 
LIMITATION  AND  EXERCI8B  OF  POWEB8  OF  8ALB,  EZCUANOEi 
PABTmONy  LEASING,  AND  THB  LIKB. 

As  the  Role  against  Perpetuities  requires  every  limita-  Powenofsal«, 
tion  of  a  future  interest  to  be  such,  as,  in  its  own  form  own  nature, 
and  nature,  will  necessarily  take  effect,  if  at  all,  within  the  oi^i^n^rf 
prescribed  limits,  it  may,  at  first  sight,  seem,  that  Powers  of  1»^»  »g«iwt 
sale,  exchange,  partition,  and  leasing,  which  are  but  modifi- 
cations of  future  Uses^  should,  in  their  original  limitation, 
comply  with  this  requisite.     Regarding  them,  abstractedly, 
it  cannot  be  said,  that  there  is  any  reason  for  the  confine- 
ment of  direct  Executory  limitations,  which  does  not  equally 
oblige  to  the  restriction  of  the  exercise  of  these  special 
Powers,  within  the  alfewed  limits  of  remoteness. 

Any  exemption,  therefore,  which  may  be  claimed  for  these  Any  exemp. 
limitations,  from  the  perpetoily-rule,  most  be  groanded  oa  ^^^^dT' 
conside^tions.  ex£n««c  ^  .A«r  o«»  ««/«re.  ^S^^. 

Whether  any  necessity  do  really  exist,  for  restricting  Pnctioelong 
Powers^  of  the  kind  under  consideration,  to  the  perpetuity-  annroption^dr 
boundary,  has  long  been  a  question  with  writers  on  real  Jj'c"  ««««?- 
property-law ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  admitted  prac- 
tice of  the  profession,  was,  for  a  long  series  of  years,  con- 
ducted, upon  the  notion,  that  such  Powers  were  valid, 
although  unrestricted;  so  as,  on  the  first  mooting  of  the 
question^  to  excite  the  remarii,  by  a  great  law  luminary, 
that  a  contraiy  rule  would  shake  half  of  the  titles  in  the 
kingdom* 
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I>ottbt  of 
legality  of 
unrestricted 
Powers 
originated  in 
deoiion  in 
Warer, 
Pblhm, 


The  doubt  arose  in  consequence  of  a  decision,  by  Lord 
EldoHy  in  Ware  v.  PolkiiL  (d)  In  that  case,  freeholds 
and  copyholds  were  devised  to  the  testator's  son,  for  life, 
reminder,  to  trustees,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders, 
remainder,  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  in  tail,  with  re- 
mainders-over ;  and  leaseholds  were  bequeathed  to  trustees, 
in  trust,  to  renew,  and  to  pay  the  rents,  to  the  persons, 
who,  under  the  preceding  limitations,  should  be,  for  the 
time  being,  entitled  to  the  rents  of  the  freeholds  and  copy- 
holds; and  the  testator  empowered  the  trustees,  at  any  time 
thereafter,  with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  the  person, 
who  should,  for  the  time  being,  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  freehold  and  copyhold  estates,  or,  in  case  such 
person  should  be  a  minor,  then,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
trustees,  to  sell  and  dispose  of  his  leasehold  estates,  and  to 
invest  the  money,  arising  from  such  sale,  in  the  purchase  of 
freehold  or  copyhold  hereditaments,  to  be  conveyed  and 
surrendered  to  the  uses  declared  of  the  freeholds  and  copy- 
holds devised;  and  until  such  purchase,  the  sale-monies  to 
be  invested,  and  the  interest  paid  to  the  person  for  the  time 
being  entitled  to  the  rents  of  the  devised  estate&  The 
power  of  sale  not  having  been  exercised,  and  a  grandson 
having  died  under  twenty-one,  without  issue,  it  was  asserted, 
on  behalf  of  persons,  entitled,  in  renudnder,  to  the  real 
estates  devised,  that  it  was  the  intentipn  of  the  testator,  that 
all  his  property,  not  real  estate,  should  be  converted  into 
realty,  and  limited  in  strict  settlement;  and  that  the 
trustees  ought  to  have  sold  all  the  leasehold  estate,  accmd- 
ingly :  that  the  intention  was,  to  provide  for  the  issue  male; 
and  that  the  leasehold  estate,  while  unsold,  should  go  with 
the  freehold,  as  fiir  as  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  would 
permit ;  and  not  vest  in  a  tenant  in  tail  so  as  to  be  tnns- 
missible.  Lord  £ldon  was  of  opinion,  that  the  leasehold 
estates  vested    absolutely  in   the  deceased  grandson,  as 


(rf)  1 1  Ves.  jr.  257. 
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quasi^tensnt  in  tul,  upon  his  birth ;  and,  with  reference  to 
the  power  of  sale/( which  is  the  point  material  in  this  place) 
bk  lordfthip  subsequently  delivered  himself  thus : — ^*  Upon 
further  oHisideration,  as  to  the  leasehold  estate,  I  think, 
that  power  of  sale  is  void ;  for  it  may  travel  through  mino- 
rities, for  two  centuries,  and  if  it  is  bad,  to  the  extent  to 
which  it  is  given,  you  cannot  model  it,  to  make  it  good.  I 
thinly  the  soundest  ground  is,  that  the  power  is  bad."    The  Nature  of  the 

,  <•    1  •      1     •  •         •    •  decision  in 

exact  meaning  and  extent  of  this  decision,  it  is  not  easy  to   ware  ▼. 

arrive  at;  although  the  expressions  of  the  learned  judge  ^^'^* 

certainly  lead  to  the  supposition,  that  he  was  influenced  by 

some  idea  of  the  possible  remoteness  of  the  powen     Sir 

Edward  Sugden  {e)  explains  it  merely  to  mean,  that,  where 

a  leasehold  estate  is  settled  as  realty,  but  so  as  to  vest 

absolutely  in  a  gtion-tenant  in  tail,  a  power  to  defeat  his 

estate,  by  selling  the  property,  and  buying  real  estate,  to  be 

lensettled,  is  void ;  ahd  says,  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  did 

not  intend  to  impeach  the  validi^  of  the  powers  before 

alluded  to ;  the  particular  feature  of  the  case  being,  that  the 

effect  of  a  sale  might  have  been,  to  defeat  altogether  the 

estate  of  the  representative  of  a  person,  who  died  entitled 

to  a  vested  interest  in  the  absolute  property.  (/)    But,  ad- 


(e)  Sag.  Pow.  (3rd  ed.)  144;  ib. 
(6th  ed.)yoI.  2,  p.  493. 

(f)  Mr.  .^VMUM  has  thus  alluded 
to  the  chsraeler  of  the  decinon  in 
ffhre  T.  PUkUiy  m  reference  to  the 

distmcdoo*    he  conceives  .to   exist, 

between  the  Power,  in  that  case,  and 

the    ordinary    Powers  of  sale,  &c. 

'*The  cue   U  different,"  says  that 

feamed  writer;  ( 1  Jarm.  Pow.  Dev. 

251,)  "  where,  as  in  Wart  ▼.  PoUdO^ 

an  absolute  ownership  is  given,  though 

to  mfiifftt^^  ar  persons  unborn,  with  a 

power  of  sale,  to  third  persons,  not 

cxprcady  restrmned,  in  its  ezenase, 

to  the  mniortties  of  thoae  persons,  nor 

limited,  fay  He  purpose  and   olject, 

wHhin  the  prescribed  boundary,  hot 


authorising  an  indefinite  conversion  of 
the  property,  and  tending,  therefore, 
to  keep  it  in  a  state  of  of  perpetual 
uncertainty  or  fluctuation;  and  it 
seems  to  be  a  material  ingredient  in 
that  case,  that  the  execution  of  the 
power  involved  a  change,  not  merely 
in  the  nature  of  the  property,  but  m 
iU  duHnatUmi  so  that,  in  effect,  if 
not,  in  terms,  it  did  tend  to  a  per- 
petuity, in  the  truest  sense  of  the 
word.  There  is  ground  to  contend, 
that  the  power  would  not  have  been 
open  to  the  same  (Ejection,  if  it  had 
extended  only  to  the  conversion  of 
the  leaseholds  into  freeholds  or  copy- 
holds, to  be  settled  upon  the  trusts 
declared  of  the  leoscftoUt,  for,  then. 
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mitting  thb  view  of  the  decision,  the  reason  assigned  seems 
insuflScient,  for  denying  validity  to  the  power;  as  there 
appears  to  be  no  greater  ailment,  sgfunst  allowing  the 
exercise  of  a  Power,  to  divest  the  estate  of  a  representative 
of  the  person  entitled  to  the  absolute  iiUeroiit  in  Iea8eh<Jds, 
than,  against  the  operation  of  any  other  Power,  whidi  may, 
probably,  or,  possibly,  defeat  a  vested  fee-simple,  (whether 
residing  in  the  original  donee,  or  his  representative,)  bot 
which  is^  clearly,  not,  on  that  account,  exposed  to  any 
objection. 

But,  whatever  may  have  been  the  real  ground  of  Jjord 
Eldan^s  rejection  of  the  Power,  in  Ware  v.  FolkiU^  it  may 
suffice,  to  observe,  that  the  decision  created  great  alarm 
among  practitioners,  a^  apparently,  aflecting  the  common 
Powers  of  sale,  exchange,  &c.^  ordinarily  inserted  in  macii^ge 
and  other  settlements,  and  which,  as  before  remariced,  it  had 
not  been  customaiy,  expressly  to  confine,  within  the  liimta 
of  perpetuity.  And,  notwithstanding  the  gjboeral  imfHea- 
sion,  that  the  validity  of  such  Powers  was  not  impeached  by 
the  case  of  Ware  v«  PolhUl,  and  that  it  was  not  necessaiy,  to 
limit  their  exercise  to  the  boundaries  of  remoteness,  modi 
doubt  and  uncertainty  continued  to  exist ;  as  it  waa  natural 
to  suppose,  that  the  opinions  expressed  upon  the  subject, 
conformed  to  that  view,  rather,  out  of  r^ard  to  what  had 
been  the  constant  view  and  practice  of  Conveyancen^  than, 
from  a  considemtion  of  the  abstract  merits  of  the  qoestton, 
as  fouAded  on  principle,  apart  from  convenience. 

For  some  time,  each  successive  text-writer  gave  in  his  ad* 
herence  to  the  practice  of  nonrrettrictUm  ;  and,  thus,  a  law 
was  being  graduldly  made,  to  that  efiect,  even  upcm  the 
supposition,  that  the  principle  of  it  was  insupportable 


tlie  dimtioii  of  the  power  would  have 
Men  cmsoniicnbed  bj  the  ownenhip 
under  the  limitationi,  and,  in  the 
meantime,  would  have  mibriitid,  only 
as  a  power  of  varying  the  iniwitment. 
In  tins  point  of.  view,  it  i^ould  seen 


to  be  analogous  to  a  power  of  sale,  in 
a  ftrid  settlesMnt,  where  the   *« 
tenant  m  tail   attainii^  twcBty^^ne 

may,  by  a  recovery,  ao^oire  the  ab- 
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Thus,  Sir  Edward  Sugden,  (ff)  declared,  that  the  validity  of 
the  common  Powers  of  sale  and  exchange  was  not  im'« 
peached  by  Ware  v.  Polhill :  that  the  general  practice  had 
been,  not  to  confine  them  to  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one 
years;  and  that  half  the  titles  in  the  kingdom  depended  on 
the  validity  of  such  Powers ;  that,  if  the  Power  was  within 
the  law  of  perpetuities,  the  line  could  always  be  drawn,  and 
that  there  appeared  to  be  no  reason,  why  it  should  be 
deemed  void,  in  its  creation:  that  such  Powers  did  not 
operate  to  defeat  estates,  or  destroy  interests,  but,  merely,  to 
transfer  them,  firom  one  property  to  another:  and  that 
Powers  of  sale  and  exchange^  in  strict  settlements,  were 
valid,  like  other  Shifting  Uses,  as  they  might  be  destroyed 
by  the  recovery  of  tenant  in  tail  So,  Mr.  Preston  {h) 
maintained,  that  the  common  Powers  of  sale  and  exchange, 
in  marriage  settlements  and  wills,  though  not  prescribed  to 
be  exercised  within  a  given  period,  were  good,  as  to  the 
estates  for  life,  because,  as  to  them,  the  power  fell  within 
the  limited  period;  and,  also,  as  to  estates-tail,  because 
the  power  might  be  barred  by  any  tenant  in  tail ;  but  was 
void,  as  to  the  remainder  or  reversion  in  fee,  when  it  fell 
into  possession,  or  was  discharged  from  the  estates-taiL 
So,  also,  the  Real  Property  Commissumers  {%)  considered, 
that,  wherever  the  consent  of  the  parties  beneficially  en^ 
titled  was  required  to  an  exercise  of  the  power,  or  an  estate-' 
tail  was  created,  the  power  was  valid,  as  a  conveyance  by 
the  former,  and  recovery  by  the  latter,  would,  at  any  time, 
destroy  it  And  Mr.  Coventryy  {k)  also,  contended,  that, 
if  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for  life  was  made  on  essential 
preliminary  to  the  sale  or  exchange,  it  was  difficult,  to  see, 
how  the  rules  of  perpetuity  could  be  transgressed:  that 
estates  for  life  could  not  be  given  to  the  issue  of  children 
unborn,  and  if  the  consent  of  a  tenant  in  tail  was  essential, 

(p)  Pow.  (3rd  ed.)  146  ;  ib.  (6th    (0  3  Rep.  34. 
ed. )  ▼oL  1 » p.  181 ,  foL  2,  p.  494.      (A)  Goay.  £▼.  87,  88r 
(A)  Essay  on  Abst  yol  2,  p.  158. 
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then,  the  power  must  be  subservient  to  the  estate-tail,  and 
might  be  barred,  with  it,  by  a  common  recovery :  that  a 
power  of  this  description,  to  be  exercised  indefinitely,  during 
the  minorities  of  each  succeeding  tenant  in  tail,  was,  ako, 
so  far  amenable  to  the  preceding  estate-tail,  that  it  coold 
scarcely  be  said  to  create  a  perpetual  and  indestructible 
power :  and  that  Powers  of  leasing  and  partition  were,  also, 
exposed  to  remarks  of  the  same  kind.    Mr.  JarmaUj  (J)  like- 
wise, thought  it  probable,  that  the  prevalent  opinion  and 
practice  of  Conveyancers  would  be  allowed  to  exert  con- 
siderable influence  in  the  decision  of  the  question;  and  that 
an  opinion,  in  favor  of  their  validity,  had  prevailed  to  such 
an  extent,  that  a  contrary  determination  would  be  fiual  to 
numerous  titles.     Mr.  Sanders^  {m)  again,  considered,  that 
Powers  of  selling  and  exchanging,  reserved  to  trustees,  to  be 
exercised  with  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for  life  or  tenant 
in  tail,  for  the  time  being,  in  possession,  was  not  within  the 
reason  of  a  perpetuity.    And,  again,  the  author  of  the  Cmr- 
pendium  of  the  Law  of  Real  Property  (n)  observed,  that,  if 
the  Powers  were  made  exerciseable  only  with  the  consent  of 
persons  living,  or  of  the  guardians  of  in&nts,  who  shoidd 
immediately  succeed  them  in  estate,  no  further  restriction 
could  be  required :  and,  even,  in  reference  to  a  conveyance, 
for  life,  with  remainder,  in  fee,  with  a  power,  to  a  person 
and  his  heirs,  to  revoke  the  uses;  which,  he  thought,  could, 
hardly,  be  contended  to  be  valid ;  he  remarked,  that  it  was 
difficult  to  determine,  how  far  the  frequent  n^lect  of  this 
rule,  in  practice,  might  impose  a  duty  on  Courts  of  justice, 
of  endeavoiuring,  if  possible,  to  evade  it. 

These  sentiments,  it  will  be  observed,  in  various  dc^rees^ 
confirm  the  view  of  the  validity  of  the  special  Powers  in 
question,  unconfined  in  point  of  remoteness,  when  the 
consent  of  the  parties  beneficial^  entitled  is  required  to  an 
exercise  of  the  power,  or,  when  estates-tail  are  created. 

(0  1  Jarm.  Pow.  De?.  248,  388 ;  («)  Uses  and  Trusts,  194»  19& 

7  Jarm.  Conv.  538.  <»)  Pp.  271»  272. 
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But,  it  may  be  well,  to  diflencomber  the  question  of  two 
or  three  considerations,  which  have  been,  (as  it  would  seem) 
improperly,  introduced  into  it,  as  not  having  any  real  con- 
nexion with  its  merits. 

The  argument,  for  instance,  that  the  power  does  not  Questionable 
operate  to  defeat  or  destroy  estates,  but,  only,  to  effect  a  MmeHmos 
change  of  title,  (o)  does  not  apply  to  Powers  of  leasing,  and  ^^fiafty^of 
Powen  of  revocation  of  Uses,  and  other  Powers,  not  trans*  unrestricted 

Powers. 

ferring  the  interest  o(  the  party  beneficially  entitled,  to  some 
other  subject-matter;  and,  were  it  otherwise,  this  reasonings 
as  has  been  well  observed,  (p)  is,  at  best,  only  an  equitable 
answer  to  a  legal  objection.  In  addition  to  which,  the 
proper^  substituted  under  the  power  (supposing  the  validity 
of  a  Power  of  sale  in  question)  may  be,  in  its  nature,  totally 
different  firom  that  sold,  and  be  transmissible  in  a  very 
different  manner,  under  similar  limitations ;  which  circum- 
stance seems  to  deprive  the  argument,  as  to  the  sale  merely 
effecting  a  change  of  tide,  of  much  of  its  force,  {q) 

Again,  it  has  been  said,  (r)  that  a  Power  of  sale  is  fiivor- 
able  to  alienation,  and  is  not,  therefore,  exposed  to  the  laws 
against  Perpetuities.  But,  the  answer  to  this  is,  that  a 
Power  of  sale,  suspended  indefinitely  over  the  fee,  is  open 
to  the  same  objecUon,  as  an  Executory  devise  or  Springing 
Use,  to  take  effect  whenever  A.,  or  his  heirs,  shall  do  a  given 
act  (e)  And  it  seems  but  an  astute  evasion,  to  say,  that  the 
power  of  alienation  of  the  reversioner  or  remainder-man  is 
not  fettered,  and  that  the  subject  of  hie  tramfer  is,  merely, 
lkd>le  to  the  conditions  in  the  settlement,  (t) 

And,  as  to  the  argument,  that  the  power  is  liable  to  des- 
struction  by  tenant  in  tail,  it  manifestly  fails  to  meet  the  case 

(o^  See  2  8ug.  Pow.  494.  (r)  2  Sug.  Pow.  494. 

(p)  Hayes  ConT.  388.  («)  Hayes  Conr.  368.     And  see 

(9)  The  reesoni,  on  winch  the  de-  observations  of  Bayley,  B.,  2  Cr.  6t 

cision  in  9fare  y.  Poihill  is  accounted  Jerv,  339. 

for,  apply  to  such  a  case.     Fide  tu-  (t)  2  Sug.  Pow.  495. 

pra^  pp.  543,  544,  and  note. 

N  N   2 
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of  the  power  being  declared  upon  a  conveyance  in  fee^  or 
in  asettlement)  whereby  no  estate^tail  is  created* 

These  observations  pcemised,  it  will  be  proper  to  intro- 
duce a  brief  notice  of  the  decisions,  which  have  been  pro- 
tiounced)  of -late  years,  («)  upon  cases  of  unrestricted  Poweis 
of  sale,  &C.,  prior  to  adetailed  enonciatioa  of  what,  it  is  con* 
oeived,  are  the  doctrines  upon  this  subject,  most  accordant 
with  principle,  and  'best  supported  by  authority. 

These  adjudications  are  few  in  number,  and,  by  no  means, 
answer  the  full  necessities  of  the  case.  Li  the  case  of 
Btddte  v.  Perkins,  (r)  there  were  limitations,  by  will,  of 
vealtr^  in  strict  settlement ;  and  a  power  of  sale  was  given 
to  the  'trustees,  to  be  exercised,  with  the  consent  of  the  per^ 
simsfiH'^tke  iime  being  entitled  in  possession  to  the  devised 
ettmhsi  andi  in  case  of  their  being  infiints,  with  the  consent 
of  their  'pmrdiam.  '  The  trustees  sold  under  the  Powi»r, 
dnrihg  the  life,  and' with. the  consent,  of  the  first  tenant  for 
KfcC  The  purchaser"  having  refused  to  complete  his  contract, 
without  the  saoction  of  a  Court  of  equity,  on  the  ground  of 
the  ddubt  as  to  the  vaVufity  of  the  power.  Sir  L.  ShadweU^ 
V;'C*i  held,  that  the  powarcf  sak  was  valid,  and  decreed 
tihe  purchaser  to  take  the  title. 

Fotrisv.  tJaproni  {w)  'sl  case  nearly  similar,  was  dedded. 
by  Sir  /.  Leach,'  in  the  same  manner, 

Jxk'JBoyoe  v.  Hanninf,  (^  by  a  marriage-eettlement,  real 
estate^ was  conveyed  to  tnistees,  to  the  use  (after  the  so- 
hiqmsatioti  of  the  then  intended  marriage,)  of  the  settlor, 
fer'lifei'wItbTemaihder,  to  trustees,  to  preserve  eontingent 
reDNiihders,  with  trsmainder,  to  the  intent,  that  the  settlor's 
theA  intended  wife-  should  take  an  annutty,  for  her  life,  and 
subject 'thereto, 'to  the  use  of  the  children  of  the  marrij^, 
as  the  setdor  and  his  wife  should  appoint,  and  in  de&ult 
of  appointment,  as  the  survivor  should  appoint,  and  in 


(m)  See  Hargr.  Accam.  93,  94,  n. 
(v)  4  Sun.  135. 


(w)  4  Sim.  138. 

(«)  2  Or.  &  Jerr.  334. 
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defimlt  of  such  laat-mentaoned  appomtmenty  to  the  ufie  of 

the  children,  as  tenants  in  cemmon  in  fee,  vnHh  a  cvooi- 

limkatioD,  in  fee,  between  them,  in  case  of  the  death  of 

any  of  them  under  twenty-one.     The  will,  alao,  contained 

a  power,  for  the  trustees,  tvith  tie  consent  of  the  settlor  emi 

his  mfe,  and  the  sufvk>or  ofthenh  and  after  the  decease  of 

the  survivor,  at  the  discretion  of  the  trustees,  to  seU^  the 

estates.    The  trustees  contracted  to  sell  the  settled  pio- 

perty,  under  the  power,  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant 'for 

life  ;  but  the  purchaser  haviog  excepted  to  the  title,  a^oaae 

was  sent  to  Ae  Court  of  Exchequer,  upon>  the  question,  ^   ' 

whether  the  trustees  wei«  able  to  make  a  titlcv  undev'tha 

power  of  sale.    It  was  contended^  for  the  trustees^  than  the 

power  was  good  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for^ifo,  al^ 

though  void  afterwards;  there  being,  in  foct,  two  powera^ 

one  to  be  exercised  during  the  life«of  ihe  teB8Bt'ibriifo> 

with  his  consent,  and  the  other^  aftar  his  decease,  ^thoot 

any  consent    It  was,  ali90>  said,*  in  soppovt.of  the^  title,  that 

the  power  was  ^en  to  the  trostees  for  the  tkne  beings  and 

not,  to  the  trustees^  nonUmUimySiai,  therefore^  existed  only 

during  the  trust,  which  was  to  continue  for  die  lifo  of 'tb^ 

tenant  for  life,  and  the  minority  'of 'the  children,*  ik>  as 

to  be  within  the*  limits  of  the  Role  against  Perpetuities: 

the  setdement  did  not  impose  upon  the  tiusteds  tojraot, 

after  the  attainment  of  majmty  by  the  t^hikben,  as  the 

children  were  to  take  absolutely  at  twenty^me.    It  wias 

aigUed,  for  the  purchaser,  that  it  was  impossible,  to  spUt 

the  power  into  two,  it  being  g^ven  under  one  limitadon, 

not  to  be  exercised  in  a  difierent  manner  under  different 

circumstance ;  and  that,  therefore,  it  was  clearly  voi(]^  as 

violating  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities.    It  was,  fiurther, 

said,  on  the  same  aide,  in  reference  to  the  continuance  of 

the  trust,  during  which  the  power  was  to  be  exercised,  that 

a  child  might  die  under  twenty-one,  leaving  issue ;    in 

which  case,  the  power  would,  clearly,  continue,  and  that 

the  argument  might  be  carried  further,  by  supposing  an- 
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other  generation ;  but  that  it  was  suilicient  to  put  the  case 
of  two  minorities,  which  might  keep  up  the  power  beyond 
lives  in  being  and  twenty«one  yeaia  The  Court  sent  their 
certificate,  to  the  effect,  that  the  trustees  might  make  a 
good  title  to  the  purchaser,  under  the  power  of  sale. 

In  Waring  v.  Coventry,  (y)  there  was  a  settlement,  by 
deed,  of  realty,  in  strict  entail,  with  a  power  of  sale,  pven 
to  the  trustees,  to  be  exercised,  with  the  eoneent  of  the 
persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the 
estates,  and,  during  the  minority  ol  such  persons,  iU  the 
discretion  of  the  trustees.  The  settled  estates  having  been 
directed  to  be  sold  by  a  decree,  (whether,  or  not,  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life,  does  not  i^pear,)  an  dbjection 
to  the  title  was  taken,  on  the  pert  of  a  purchaser,  on  the 
gromid,  that  the  power  was  void,  as  extending  to  an  inde- 
finite period  of  time.  Sir  John  Leach,  M*  R.>  held,  that 
the  power  was  co-extensive  only  with  the  estates-tail,  and 
might,  like  them,  be  destroyed ;  and  that  it  did  not,  there- 
fore, fall  within  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities, 

In  Wood  V.  White,  («)  a  testator,  by  bis  will,  after  giving 
his  wife,  a  life-interest  in  a  portion  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate,  and  after  disposing  of  three  one-fifths  of  his  residuary 
real  and  personal  estate,  gave  another  one-fifth,  in  trust  for 
his  son,  W.,  for  life,  and  after  his  death,  in  trust,  to  convey 
and  assign  to  his  children,  their  heirB,  executors,  and  ad- 
ministrators^ subject  to  a  cross-limitation,  between  the 
children,  in  the  event  of  any  of  them  dying  under  twenty- 
one,  without  leaving  issue,  and  a  limitation-over,  in  case 
all  the  children  should  die  under  twenty-one,  without 
leaving  issue.  Another  one-fifth  was  given,  in  trust,  to  be 
conveyed  and  assigned  to  the  testator's  daughter,  £L,  <m 
her  attaining  twenty<>five,  or  marriage.  The  will  contained 
a  power,  for  the  trustees,  during  the  life  of  the  testator's 
wife,  or  at  any  time  afterwards,  during  the  continuance  of 

iy)  1  MyL  &  K.  348.  (z)  2  Keen,  664 ;  4  MyL  &  Or.  46a 
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the  inuU  by  the  will  reposed  in  them,  with  the  consent  of 
the  wife  during  her  life  or  widowhood,  and,  afterwards,  with 
the  consent  of  the  persons  for  the  time  being  in  possession 
of  the  rents  and  profits,  or  of  the  authority  of  the  trustees, 
if  such  persons  should  be  in  their  minority^  to  sell  all  or 
anj  part  of  the  real  estate  devised.     The  surviving  trustee 
and  executor  of  the  will  havings  after  the  death  of  the 
widow,  contracted  to  sell  a  portion  of  the  real  estate,  an 
objection  was  taken  to  the  title,  as  to  the  two-fifths  devised, 
as  above-mentioned,  (there  being  no  question  as  to  the 
other  three-fifths,)  on  the  ground,  that  the  trusts,  as  to  the 
shares  of  W.  and  K,  were  not  then  continuing,  and  that,  if 
such  trusts  were  continuing,  they  were  of  a  nature  to  last 
through  a  succession  of  minorities,  and  that,  there  being 
nothing  to  limit  the  period  within  which  the  power  might 
be  exercised,  it  was  void,  within  the  Rule  against  Per- 
petuities.    Lord  Lanydaky  M.  K.,  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
trusts  were  not  contuiuing,  and,  therefore,  observed,  it  was 
not  necessary  for  him  to  c(Hi»der  the  other  very  important 
question,  which  had  been  argued,  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
power,  on  the  supposition  that  the  trusts  were  continuing ; 
and  he,  accordingly,  dismissed  the  bill  for  specific  perform- 
ance :  but,  it  appears,  firom  the  argument  on  the  appeal,  that 
his  lordship  intimated  serious  doubts,  whether  the  power 
might  not  be  void,  ah  origine,  as  tending  to  a  perpetuity. 
The  cause  coming,  by  appeal,  before  Ixml  Cottenham,  C, 
it  was  insisted,  that,  by  the  death  of  one  of  the  children  of 
W.,  under  age,  leaving  issue,  the  trusts  might  continue, 
and,  with  them,  the  power,  for  an  indefinite  period,  and 
during  a  series  of  minorities,  in  which  case,  the  power 
would  be  bad ;  and,  if  bad  to  the  extent  to  which  it  was 
given,  the  Court  could  not  moderate  it     The  Lord  Chan- 
cellor differed  from  the  M.  R.,  in  reference  to  the  period  of 
the  continuance  of  the  trusts,  and  held,  that  they  did  not 
determine,  as  to  one  share,  until  all  the  children  of  W. 
attained  twenty-one,  and,  as  to  the  other  share,  until  £• 


553 


mBEFDCITB  FOWBBS  OF  SALE;        [CBAB.  XXV. 


Cases  on 

indefinite 
Powers  of 
tale,  &c., 
reviewed. 


attaint  twenty-five ;  and,  being  of  that  (pinion,  his  lord« 
ship  observedj  the  objection  raised,  as  to  the  power  tending 
to  a  perpetuity,  might  be  considered  as  disposed  of:  but, 
if  it  were  otherwise,  the  sale  in  question  was  within  theper^ 
nUtted  periodi  and  there  w(nM  not,  he  thought,  be  much 
doubt  cf  its  vididity,  until  the  ewpiration  of  that  period. 

Jbx  Wallis  y.  Freestone,  (a)  an  estate  was  devised  to 
O.  W.,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  trustees,  to  preserve 
cQntingent  remainders^  with  remainder,  to  the  first  and 
other  sons  of  O.  W.,  successively,  in  tul,  with  remainder, 
to  the  trustees,  and  their  hetrs^  in  trust  fcnr  the  separate  use 
of  the  testator's  niece,  for  her  life,  with  remainder,  to  the 
use  of  her  children,  in  tail,  with  remainder,  to  the  testator's 
right  heks.  A  power  of  leasing  the  devised  estate  was 
given  to  the  tenant  for  Ufe,  and,  after  his  decease,  and 
during. the  minorities  of  the  issue  in  tail,  to  the  trustees. 
The  trustees  having  entered  into .  an  agreement  for  a  lease, 
undec.the  power,  with  the  concuirenoe  of  the  first  tenant 
for .  lifo^  a  bill  -was  filed  for  a  specific  perfonnance  of  the 
agreoBient,  which  the  purchaser  had  refused  to  complete, 
on, the  ground  of  the  power  being  indefinite,  and,  therefore, 
void^  It  was  hel4  by  Sir  L.  ShadweU,  V.  C,  that,  thoa^ 
the  power  was  given  for  an  indefinite  period,  yet^  as  either 
of  tlie.  tenants  for  life  mi^t  concur  with  his  or  her  children, 
in  destroying  it,  the  objection  to  the  power,  on  the  ground 
of  perpetuity,  could  not  be  sustained ;  and  specific  perform*^ 
ance  of  the  contract  was,  accordingly,  decreed. 

In  the  foregoing  ^saae  of  JBiddle  v.  Perkins,  it  will  be 
perceived,  that  the  power  was,  at  no  time,  exeKciaeable 
without  the  consent  of  the  parties  beneficially  entitled 
In  J^iffffiey.  Banning,  Wood  v«  White^  and  fFaUis  v.  Jfiree^ 
stone,  and  (in  all  probability)  Waring  v.  Coventry,  the 


(a)  10  Sim.  225.  Tbe  case  of 
Doe  d^Dttviet  y.Dartes,  1  Q.  B.  430, 
bas  also  been  cited,  (see  2  Jann. 
Wills,  Index,  itr. )  as  an  authority,  a|i* 


plicable  to  tbe  question  of  the  vdiditf 
of  unrestricted  Powers  of  sale ;  but 
there  seems  little  or  no  ground  for 
that  conclusion. 
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power  was  exercised  ivithin  the  period,  or  under  the  eir* 
comstaaceg}  during,  or  in  reference  to,  which,  a  consent, 
by  the  person  interested,  was  required,  by  the  terms  of  the 
power;  and  within  or  under  which,  therefore,  the  power 
might  {»operiy  be  deemed  free  from  all  oUecdon  of  remote- 
ness.   In  Biddle  y.  Perkins,  Waring  t.   Coventry ,  and 
WaUis  Y.  Freestone,  estates^tail  were  limited,  by  the  set- 
tlement or  will  creating  the  power ;  and,  therefore,  without 
i^gard  to  any  consent  required  to  the  exercise  of  the  power, 
it  was,  so  £BKr  as  it  might  be  deemed  collateral  to  or  co-ex- 
tensive with  the  estate-tail,  clearly  valid ;  whatever  might 
be  its  character,  dehors  or  subject  to  that  estate. 

It  will  be  observed,  that,  in  none  of  the  cases  cited,  is 

there  any  instance  of  the  exercise  of  a  power,  created  in  a 

simple  conveyance  in  fee,  unrestricted,  and  requiring  no 

consent  by  the  beneficial  owner :  the  power,  in  the  case  of 

Boyoe  v.  Harming,  being  exercised  within  the  period  during 

which  consent  was  necessary  ;  although,  after  the  expiration 

of  such  period,  the  power  was  of  the  character  alluded  to ; 

and  the  power,  in  the  case  of  Wood  ▼•  White,  requiring 

consent,  except  only  in  the  event  of  the  infimcy  of  the 

peisona  interested,  and  not  being,  therefore,  afiected  by 

any  remoteness,  which  might  attach  to  it,  in  that  event, 

daring  the  period  of  its  exercise  being  made  dependent  on 

consent. 

It  will,  also,  be  perceived,  that  no  one  of  the  cases  dted 

was  decided  on  the  questionable  ground  of  the  actual  exer^ 

cise  of  the  power  beii^  within  the  allowed  limits,  without 

regard  to  any  consideration  of  consent  originally  required 

to  such  exercise,  or  of  the  power  being  collateral  to  estates- 

taiL     It  is  true,  that,  in  Wood  v.  White,  Lord  Cottenham 

expressed  an  extrajudicial  opinion,  implying,  that,  had  the 

case  called  for  it,  the  actual  exercise  of  the  power  might 

have   been  sustained,  as  having  taken  place  within  the 

proper  period.     But,  this  opinion  may  well  be  conceived 
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not  to  have  been  the  result  of  muc&  special  consideration ;  as 
it  was  clear,  that  the  construction,  ruled  by  his  lordship,  in 
reference  to  the  period  of  the  continuance  of  the  trusts^ 
(with  which  the  duration  of  the  power  was  coextensive,) 
prevented  any  question  of  perpetuity  ariang ;  and,  eq>edally, 
as  the  circumstance  of  consent  being  required  to  the  exer- 
cise of  the  power,  in  every  case,  but  that  of  the  infimcy  of 
the  parties  beneficially  interested,  may  have  oocasioQed  an 
oversight  of  the  fact,  that  that  was  the  actual  state  of  things, 
in  which  the  question  arose,  and  may  have,  ther^ve,  im- 
pressed his  lordship  with  a  conviction  of  the  validity  of  the 
power. 

The  deficiency  in  express  authority  being  thus  ascer- 
tained, it  remains,  to  point  out  those  rules,  on  the  subject 
of  the  limitation  and  exercise  of  Powers,  of  the  class  under 
consideration,  to  which,  an  examination  of  the  prindples 
of  the  laws  of  remoteness,  combined  with  a  regard  to  the 
limits  and  restrictions  established  by  decided  cases,  seems 
to  lead.  The  positions  that  follow  are  not  all  advanced,  as 
indubitable;  nor  is  it  pretended,  that  the  question  of  the 
validity  of  unrestricted  Powers  of  sale,  &c.,  as  presented  in 
any  snpposable  case,  is  entirely  extricated  fiom  difficulty : 
but,  it  is  confidently  presumed,  that  the  rules  laid  down 
approach  as  near  to  a  systematic  exhibition  of  the  operation 
of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  upon  these  Powers,  as  the 
unsatisfactory  state  of  the  authorities  permits  us  to  suppose, 
at  present  attainable. 
^owonuoi  i^  There  can  be  no  objection,  on  the  ground  of  remote- 

representatives  ness,  to  unconfined  Powers  of  sale,  exchange,  partition,  and 
cannot  be  too  the  like,  when  Umited  to  a  person  in  ene,  or  several  of  such 
remote.  persons,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  fuU 

extended  to  their  representatives.  In  such  case,  they  re- 
semble a  Springing  Use  or  Executory  devise,  to  arise  within 
the  compass  of  a  life  in  being ;  and,  like  those  Executory 
limitations,  they,  in  no  degree,  transgress  the  perpetuity- 
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boundary.  The  Powers,  therefore,  of  which  future  mention 
is  made,  will  be  understood  to  mean,  such  as  are  reserved 
or  iimited  to  persons,  and  their  representatives. 

2.  It  IS  conceived,  that  a  special  Power,  limited  in  a  Powenre- 
simple  conversance  in  fee,  to  be  exercised  toith  the  consent  of  beln^fidar'^ 
o/Ae  beneficial  owner  for  the  time  being,  is  entirely  valid,  o*^®"*  ^»^>*^ 
and  may  be  exercised,  at  any  time,  unless  such  an  exercise 
be  precluded  by  the  act  of  the  person,  whose  consent  is 
necessary.     This  rule  arises  from  the  conspicuous  circum- 
stance, that,  the  concurrence  of  the  party  interested  being 
requisite  to  any  disposition  under  the  power,  it  may  be,  at 
any  time,  destroyed  by  him ;  as  the  rule,  that  a  person  must 
not  derogate  from  his  own  act,  will  not  allow  a  man  to  avail 
himself  of  a  power  with  which  he  is  intrusted,  to  the  detri- 
ment or  disadvantage  of  rights  conferred,  or  interests  created, 
by  him,  in  another  capacity.     The  power  of  sale,  or  other 
power,  therefore,  does  not  operate  as  any  impediment  to  the 
alienation  or  settlement  of  the  property,  and,  consequently, 
offers  no  violation  to  the  laws  against  remoteness.     In  con- 
firmation of  this  view,  the  opinion  of  the  Commissioners  on 
the  law  of  Real  Property  may  be  adduced :  they  consider- 
ed, (6)  that,  '^  if  an  estate  be  limited  to  the  use  of  A.  B.,  and 
his  heirs,  with  a  power,  reserved  to  C.  D.  and  E.  R,  and 
the  survivor  of  them,  and  his  heirs,  to  sell  or  exchange,  with 
the  consent  of  A.  B.,  or  the  persons  for  the  time  being  en- 
titled to  the  ownership,  there  seems  to  be  no  ground  for 
considering  this  objectionable,  on  account  of  its  tending  to  a 
perpetuity  ;  for  the  conveyance  of  the  estate,  by  the  person 
entitled  to   the  ownership,  would,  in  effect,  destroy  the 
power,  as  he  could  not  afterwards  consent  to  the  exercise  of 
the  power ;  that  is  to  say,  he  could  not  defeat  his  own  act 
or  conveyance,  by  a  subsequent  exercise  of  his  power." 

3.  Bot  it  seems  equally  certain,  that  a  Power  of  sale,  or  Unrestricted 
anv  other  Power  of  that  class,  limited  in  a  conveyance  in  f^^^^*  limited 

•^  ■'        m  conveyance 

fee,  or  in  a  settlemeut,  whereby  no  estate-tail  is  created,  in  fee,  and  not 

(6)  3  Rep.  34. 
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requiring  without  any  restriction  upon  the  period  of  its  exerdse,  and 

consent  of  .  .  ,  <•    ,  /•        t        •         i    • 

beneficial  not  requiring  the  consent  of  the  person  lor  the  time  being 

QTOn  principle,  ©i^titled,  IS  wholly  void.    No  act  of  the  beneficial  owner 

being  available  to  over-ride  the  power,  it  hangs  suspended 
over  the  fee,  like  an  unbamble  Executory  devise  or  Spring- 
ing Use ;  and,  its  exercise  not  being  restricted  within  due 
limits,  it  must,  (it  should  seem)  like  those  limitations,  sbo, 
in  similar  caBe%.  be  void  for  remoteness. 

.  Jlere,  indeed,  the  vexata  quarto  of  the  pro  taiUo  validity, 
or  in  iot&^  cemotsnesB,  of  the  power,  arises.    If,  in  any  caae^ 
an  unconfined  power,  not  requiring  the  consent  of  die 
persons  •  entided  to  the  ownership,  and  not  collateral  to 
estates^tail,  <»ii  be,  to  any  extent,  good,  such,  it  is  evident^ 
must  be  powers,  of  the  class  supposed.    It  may,  then,  with 
little  hesitation,  be  admitted,  that,  upon  strict  prindpk  and 
analoffjff  a  bare  naked  power,  reserved  on  a  conveyance  ift 
fi9e,.to  a  stranger  and  his  heirs,  most  be  treated  as  whcilly 
invalid,  -oci  the  ground  of  remoteness.  From  this  conelnmaB, 
there  1%  deariy,  no  escape,  which,  upon  examination,  will 
not  be  found  to  resolve  itself  into  a  sophistical  evasioDy  teal* 
ing  solely  on  considerations  of  conwrnienee,  or  originating  in 
a  desire,,  to-  avert  the  evib  cooseqtient  upon  the  lejectioa  of 
a  dtfierent  practice,  long  prevalent  For,  as  it  has  been,  once 
and  agpun,  sud,  wherein  consists  the  difierence,  between 
direct  Executory  limitations,  and  Powers  of  sale  and  ether 
Powers,  of  asimilar  nature^  but  in  the  drcnmstaae^  that 
the  latter  leave  the  creation  of  the  future  interests,  te  the 
intervention  of  a  person  invested  with  a  discretion  U>  that 
end  ?  and  how  does  this  difierence  afiect  the  connexion  of 
each,  with  the  laws  against  remoteness,  seeing  that  they  are 
alike  ^fireeted  to  objects  within  the  scope  of  those  lawsf  and, 
if  eqoidly  embraced  by  the  provisions  of  the  perpetuity*rale, 
must  not  their  original  form  and  character  supply  the  re- 
quired restrictions?  and  must  not  the  result  of  the  absence 
of  such  restrictions  be,  in  both  alike,  the  invalidity,  ab 
origine  et  in  toto,  of  the  future  limitation  and  power? 
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CoDfliderationsj  snch  as  these,  seem  to  have  influenced 
the  Real  Property  CommisBionerSy  who  lay  it  down,  (r) 
that)  ''if  an  estate  were  settled  to  the  use  of  A.  B.,  and  his 
heir^  with  a  power  of  sale  or  revocation,  reserved  to  CL  D;, 
and  his  heim^  without  reqairing  the  oonaent  of  A.  B.,  or  the 
person  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  beneficial  owner- 
ship, to  the  exercise  of  the  power,  this  would  have  a  direct 
tendency  to  a  perpetuity,  ssid  would,  it  is  conceived,  accord'' 
ing  to  the  present  state  of  the  law,  be  void  ;**  aldiongh  the 
learned  gentlemen  add,  that  they  **  are  not  aware,  that  it 
has  been  so  expressly  determined*" 

The  indefensible  character,  then,  ki  point  of  principle,  of 
unlimited  Powers  of  sale,  and  other  similar  Powen,  re» 
served  on  conveyances  in  fee,  or  on  settlements,  not  creating 
any  estate-tail,  and  ezecciseable  without  consent,  being  as* 
oertained,it  may  be  inquired,  whether  there  be  any  extrinsic 
considerations,  snflkientlv  potent,  to  form  a  idausible  justifi* 
cation,  fer  an  exception,  qmoad  hoe,  from  the  rigid  demands 
of  the  perpetnityHnde ;  and,  if  so,  to  what  cases,  such  eon* 
sidemtions  extend*  .       . 

Now,  it  is  maiufest,  that,  regarded  as  a  question  of  eon*  Acciialeicrciso 
venience,sin^y,'that  of  the. validly  or  invalidi^  of  an  ub-  Powenof  nie, 
limited  power,  must  be  materially  aflfected  by  the  drenm-  J^™^°f„^ 
stance  of  its  presenting  a  definite  object,  to  be  accompHshed  debts  and 
by  its  exercise,  as  contra-distinguished  firom  a  bare  naked  distributioD, 
power,  destitute  of  any  connexion  with  an  ulterior  purpose,  nJ^^^l^a!^ 
and  serving  no  ostensible  end,  beneficial  either  to  the  person 
entitled  to  the  ownership,  <Nr  the  individual  invested  with 
the  power.    A  power^  for  iastanee,  taexecntora,  to  sell  leal- 
estate,  for  the  satirfaeiian'  ofdebiM,  or  ii^aeisf ,  or  for  the 
purpose  of  realizing  Kfundf  to  be  attributed  in  a  particular 
manner,  or  to  be  conadidated  with  a  testator's  general 
estate,  is,  to  all  intents  and  piufioses,  a  trust,  for  the  ex* 
ccution  of  which,  the  parties  to  be  benefited  by  it,  would, 

(•)  3  Rep.  34. 
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doabtlesfly  have  a  remedy ;  nnlessy  indeed,  in  the  case  of  an 
absolute  discretion  being  Tested  in  the  donee  of  the  power; 
and^  even  in  such  case,  also,  when  a  neeeMsUj/  for  the 
exercise  of  the  power  has  arisen,  and  the  charges  or  sams, 
secured  under  the  power,  are,  in  other  respects,  legal  de- 
mands. 

Thus,  a  learned  author  has  remarked  {d) : — **  In  prac- 
tice, it  often  occurs,  that  a  sale  is  made  under  a  will 
which  empowers  the  testator's  trustees,  and  the  survivor, 
and  the  heirs  of  the  survivor,  to  sell  his  real  estate,  (roost 
commonly,  his  copyholds,  in  order  to  avoid  the  necessity  of 
the  trustees  being  admitted  previously  to  a  sale,)  without 
any  restriction  in  point  of  time.  If  a  Court  of  law  re- 
garded the  power  abstractedly  from  its  purposes  and  objects, 
it  must  necessarily  hcAA  the  power  to  be  void,  as  infringing 
the  Rule  against  Perpetuities ;  but,  in  all  probability,  the 
same  anxiety  to  uphold  titles,  and  make  the  actual  law  con- 
fixm,  as  nearly  as  possible,  to  the  opinion  and  practice  of 
Conveyancers,  to  which,  probably,  we  may  ascribe  the  recent 
determinations^  would  induce  a  Court  of  law,  to  look  at  the 
purposes  for  which  the  power  is  to  be  exercised,  and,  if  it 
perceived  in  those  purposes,  a  iufficieni  security  against  the 
danger  of  perpetuities^  in  other  words,  if  there  was  in  any 
person  an  actual  right  to  enforce  the  said  (as,  where  it  is  to 
be  made  for  the  ptirpose  of  paying  debts  or  legacies,  or  the 
like,)  the  power,  though,  in  terms,  unrestricted  and  indefi- 
nite, would  be  held  to  be  good.  The  manner  in  whidi  the 
objection  to  the  validity  of  indefinite  Powers  of  sale  in 
settlements  was  disposed  of  in  the  recent  cases,  leaves  us 
no  room  for  doubt  on  this  point" 

The  justice  and  weight  of  these  considerations  can  re- 
ceive no  confirmation  firom  the  writer's  pen ;  but  he  ventures 
to  predict,  that,  should  the  question  ever  call  for  judicial 
notice,  the  Courts  will  support  the  actual  exercise  of  the 

(d)  1  Jarm.  Wills,  2dO.     And  Me  i  Jann.  Pow.  Der.  250,  ■. 
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dasB  of  Powers  referred  to,  if  made  within  the  limits  of  per- 
petuity ;  although  violation  will  thereby  be  offered  to  the 
integitj  of  one  of  the  accessory  rules  of  remoteness,  which 
requires  every  limitation  of  a  future  interest,  in  its  original 
form  and  nature,  to  be  such  as  will  nece$sarily  take  effect, 
if  at  all,  within  the  prescribed  period.    It  may  be  observed, 
that  the  view,  here  taken,  of  the  influence  of  considerations 
of  convenience,  upon  the  question  of  the  remoteness  of 
Powen,  is  confirmed  by  the  Real  Propaty  Commissioners, 
who  remark  (e) : — "  A  power  of  sale,  for  raising  money  for 
payment  of  debts  generally,  does  not  seem  to  be  within  the 
reasons  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities." 

But,  if  an  equitable  regard  to  the  purposes  and  objects  of  Naked  powers 
imlimited  Powers  shall  be  considered  sufficient,  to  exempt  upon  any 
them,  in  some  cases,  from  the  full  rigor  of  the  Ride  against  f^vcnicnco. 
Perpetoities,  it  is  clear,  that  the  absence  of  any  definite 
purpose,  to  be  effected  by  the  exercise  of  a  power,  leaves 
it  exposed  to  the  application  of  that  Rule,  unmitigated  and 
umestnuned  by  any  considerations  of  expediency  or  con- 
venience.    It  seems,  in  that  case,  to  be  attended  with  all 
the  injurious  consequences  of  remote  Springing  and  Shifting 
Uses  and  Executory  devises,  without  a  similar  pretext  of  the 
personal  benefit  of  the  donee. 

But,  independently  of  the  objection  presented,  by  sound  Practical  ob- 
principles  of  law,  to  a  modification  of  the  unlimited  Powers  rcferenccTto 
in  question,  there  is  another,  which  seems  to  be  almost  S^ri^,'*tbeinff 
ioseparable    from  the    practical  application  of  any  such  impracticable 

.  .  ^ '  .  to  select  any 

doctrine.  The  period,  during  which,  if  at  all,  a  power  lives,  to  form  a 
could  possibly  be  exercised,  is  that  of  one  or  more  life  ^^  P^''  ^'^  ^  ^  * 
lives  in  being  and  a  term  of  twenty-one  years.  Now,  it 
may  be  asked,  whai  lives  are  to  be  selected,  for  the  purpose 
of  forming  a  portion  of  this  period?  those  of  all  persons  in 
existence  at  the  creation  of  the  power  ?  of  the  immediate 
donees  of  the  power  ?  or,  of  what  other  person,  or  body  of 

(<)  3  Rep.  35. 
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peisons  ?  and  would  not  the  selection  of  any  paiticidar  life 
or  Uvea  be  arbitrary  and  insuppoitaUe?  And,  again,  if  it 
be  clear,  that  the  extreme  period  of  lives  in  being,  and 
twcnty'^one  years  cannot  be  resorted  to,  for  the  purpose  of 
supporting  an  exercise  of  the  power,  upon  what  gRKmd,  cwi 
a  portion  of  that  period  be  subtracted,  and  the  power  be  held 
good,  >if  exercised  witkin  an  inaulated  term  of  twentf-^ne 
feam?  That  term  is  an  integral  part  oi  the  period  of 
reoioteness,  and  not  supplemental  to  it;  and,  atthov^  a 
limitation  may  be  emprenly  made,  to  take  effect  within 
twcntyH»iie  yeaiSi  simply,  and  will  be  good,  if  it  aetoaHy 
do  so ;  yet,  when  no  limit  ai  aU  \b  fixed,  it  is  difficult  to 
-understand,  how  anything  less  than  the  whole  aUowed 
period,  considered  as  one  substantive  and  complete  4crai, 
can  be  made  available ;  and,  if  from  the  nature  of  the  case, 
that  be  impossible,  all  effort,  to  support  the  actual  exercise 
.of  an  indefinite  power,  seems  to  fiuL 

It  is  true,  these  last  considerations  affisct  aKke  attwaor 
.  Umited  Powers,  whether  naked,  or  serving  an  ulterior  end, 
as  the  payment  of  debts,  or  the  like ;  but,  if  the  latter  ane 
.toi>e  considered,  as  exempted  finom  the  rigid  reqniiemmfes 
of  the  perpetuity-rule,  it  is  hig^y  impcobaU^  that  aoase 
equally  convenient  mode  of  avoiding  the  practical  objec- 
tions, alluded  to  would  not  be  discovered  and  judidatty 
lecognized.    Perhaps,  indeed,  the  Courts  might  conader 
.  the  grounds,  for  supporting  Powers  of  the  latter  deacripckm, 
sufficiently  strong,  to  justify  their  bdng  r^prded  as -not 
admitting,  practically,  and  in  reality,  of  any  objectioa  of 
remoteness,  and,  so,  to  exclude  them  entirely  fix>m  the  ope- 
ration of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities. 
Powers  of  mIo       Before  quitting  this  aubject  of  unlimited  Powers  dedaied 
not  open  to      oo  Conveyances  m  fee,  notice  must  be  taken  of  a  cuss  of 
?^^!S^^^  such  Powers,  which,  on  account  of  their  beng  always  sub- 
ject to  be  defeated  by  the  beneficial  owner,  (aldMmgh^  not 
in  consequence  of  any  express  reservation  of  consent,)  or, 
rather,  on  account  of  the  nature  of  the  object  of  the  power 
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presenting  a  gujUBOtee  against  undue  remotenew  in  its 

execution,  are,  clearly,  unafiacted  hj  any  objection  on  that 

head    The  Powen  in  question  are  the  conraion  Fowers 

ofioUt  leserved  to  mortgagees,  and  their  heirs,  er  ezecutots 

sod  administrators,  as  additional  security  for  the  repaymentof 

the  principal-money  and  interest    These  Powers,  onqoes- 

tionably,  do  not  operate  as  a  dog  upon  the  alienation  t>f  the 

proper^,  because  it  is  always  open  to  the  mortgallgor  and  Us 

representatives,  until  foreclosure,  by  redeennng  the  mortgi^, 

to  claim  a  reconveyance  of  the  property,  and,  thereby,  topiit 

an  end  to  the  power :  and,  if  the  mortgagee  forecIese,'tbe 

power,  of  course,  immediately  ceases,  and,  with  it,  the 

rights  of  the  mortgagor;  in  respect  of  which  only,  asiy 

question  of  remoteness  can  arise.    It  has  been  well  ob* 

served  (/)  of  these  Powers, — ^The  ownership  is  merefy 

incnmbered,  and  that  incumbrance  is  fintified  by^a  power 

of  sale,  but  which  power  is  accessory  only  to  the  mAin 

purpose — ^that  of  securing  the  money.    The  wbole  effect 

of  the  transaction  is  a  pledge,  with  a  power  supehidded,  to 

render  that  pledge  more  availaUe.  There  is  nothing,  whieh 

can  be   construed  into  an  attempt  to  set  the  ownettobip 

afloat,  beyond  the  period  permitted  by  hw,  or,  in  6ther 

words,  to  create  a  perpetui^.   Whether  the  power  be  given 

to  the  mortgagee,  or,  to  a  third  person,  and  whether  the 

power  be  wholly  undog^d,  quoad  die  puhshaser,  by  tbe 

requisites  of  de&ult  hi  payment,  notice,  &c.,  will  make  no 

diflerence ;  for,  as^  in  equi^,  the  mortgagor  may,  in  either 

case,  put  an  end  to  the  charge,  and,  with  it,  the  power,  aiid, 

in  tbe  meantime,  prevent  or  punish  an  undue  exercise  of 

ity  the  duration  of  the  power  is,  in  fiu^t,  limited,  and  its 

execution  chedced,  by  the  very  nature  of  its  object" 

4.  It  follows  from  the  principles,  on  which  the  doctribe  Powers 
secondly  above  laid  down  is  grounded,  that  an  unrestricted  imiUationi  t 
power  may  be  limited,  by  a  deed  or  will  creating  lifniiaiioru  '^^'^ 

(/)  I  Jarm.  Pow.  De?.  250, 251 ,  n. 
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requinng  con- 
aent  of  &ne- 
ficitl  owners, 
entirely  valid. 


Powers  de* 
dared  on 
limitations  In 
strict  settle- 
ment, thoogh 
not  requiring 
consent,  valid 
as  to  life, 
estates  aikd 
estates-tail. 


in  sirict-s^ttlementf  if  the  camifU  of  ihe  pwMWffor  tk0  Umm 
bemg^  in  pota^smon  under  the  iiniitattoBflt  be  roqidred  to  'the 
exeicke  of  ^e  power ;  and.tfaui^nile  will  bold*  as.to  all  tfat 
ettotes  created^  mi  >B«eU  estates-tail,  as  tbe  ulimaU  remaindtrr 
infe0.  In  such  a  case,  h  is  obriouB,  that  the  leaaBt-ftr  fife 
and  the  first  tenant  in  tail,  by  concurring  in  a  jUaeDlaifiag 
assuranee,  or  the  tenant  in  tail  alone,  after  tbe  deceaae  of 
the  tenant  for  life,  miaj,  at  any  time^  destroy  the  power,  bj 
depriving  themselTes  of  tbe  Hberty  of  consenting  to  its 
ezeicise.  And,  after  the  deteraimation  of  the  eatatea  fiir 
life,  and  the  remainder  in  tail,  the  power  k  eqaa%:  atyligefft 
to  any  alieoaticn  of  tbe  jremaindef^man  in  fee^  inebnaiateat 
mth  ita . exercise.  Thus, .the  Real  Pxoperty  Oonmia^ 
nonets  (g)  ^«-^  If  an  estate  be  Ibnitdd  tb  the.nae  of  A.  JL* 
fi»  life,  with  remainder,  (in  the*  usual  way  of  settlements) 
to  tfaufr/use'  pf  the  fynt  and  ither  sons,  8UCoessiTely»in.taiI> 
with  lenlaindesaHoverv  of  a  similat  nature,  with  the  nUiyiair 
leidaanidBr,  to  C*  D«,  ip^fee^imple,.  with  a  power  of  jp^raca- 
tioo  mserted  ta  seme  other  peiaon,  but  not  to  be  eoteicised 
without  the  consent  of  A.  B.,  or  the  person  endded  to:  the 
fieehold  or  inheritance^  this  power  seems  not  to  beagiJbst 
tbe  rule  of  perpetuity,  fer  a  recovery  by  due  ficst  tenant  in 
tail  in  possession,  or  a  common  conveyance,  after  the  ddei^ 
mination  of  the  preceding  limitations,  by  the  remainder* 
man  in  fee,  would  prevent  any  subsequent  ezerciae  oCthe 
power.** 

5,  Again,  a  power  given  by  deed  or  will,  creating  iimi* 
taiwM  in  Hrict  sMkmenif  whtiker  Uui/oh^  exereimd  wiii 
tkeeonnnt  of  ihe  partiet  berngfidaUg  iniereHei^  or  imV  1* 
valid,  as  to  the  estates  for  life  and  in  tail;  but  i$  whoHy  v^id* 
as  to  the  tdiimqte  remainder  infee,^  if  uaieattieted^attdiaot 
requiring  the  omsentof  the  person  to  wton-that-  jnpmaindfff 
i8*)imitsd.(A)«  The  reason.oC  this  is,  that  th^  powiar^spost 
be jgood  as  1o. Ahp  estates  fMr'lilfe^  because  th^Bie  witkia 
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the  nde;  ^nd,  as-to  the  estateft-taU^'it  ki  widi  aU  other 
Eseeiitoiy  lniiitatioB%  liable  to  be  defeated  by  the  diMQ*- 
Ivliiig  aEBurance  dim  Itnaat  in*  tail;  while^aB  to  the  ee* 
mainder  in  fee^  il  is^  Vke  eteiy  other  such  power  aimilaily 
ciicioaa(BBced,  sod  not  ghren  for  a.  particular  piirpc6e» 
neocflgarilji  votd 

And  the  aame  rale  holds  mth  regard  to  Powers,  ^sihioh  tf  no  consent 
are  to  be  ezefdaed  with  the  totumU  cf  the  ienanUfor  U^'f  in^rities  of 
and,  alao,  of  the  ienanU  in  tmU,  when  6i  fidl  age,  \m  "^^J^ 
whieh,  during  ike  minoritiee  of  the  petaooa  ftir  the  dme  good. 
being  entitled*  are  to  be  exercised,  at  the  duareUen-  wkd*t§ 
the  iuMority  of  the  trutte^*    So  &r  as  auoh^a  power  k  to 
be  eaereised  without  consent^  it  is  similar  to-a>p(ywei'»:jto 
the  ^xeeution  ofwhidi^  ooosent  is^  in  no  caie,  required^  and 
iti  ralidity^  therefore^  must,  to  that  extent,  be  deteriBUKd 
upon  tte  same  principles    It  fcUowsr  consequeDtlj,..that 
the  peMvev  is  perfectly  valid^as  to  die  life^estales  and  eatale^* 
tail ;  butf  aa  to  any  mnainder  in  fee,  it  trill  be  void,  so-  fev 
as  it  k  *  exeveisedble  without  the  consent  of  the^  penon 
endtleil  fiiereto. 

lo!  n^jiuid  to  the  destmctibility  of  these  Powers,  daaring  Differenoe^  u 
the  life  of  a  tenant  for  life,  by  means  of  his  concuirenoe  uiitrof'powor 
with  the  fenniDdeMnaD,  in  deadroying  the  entul,  «  dis^  *^~»- 
dncdon  is  to  be  noticed,  between  cases^  where  no  consent  Hfe-estate, 
is  requited,  and  those,  last  stated,  where  the  consent  of  of  beneficial 
the  beneficial  owner  fer  the  time  being  is  necessary  to  an  ^bmJtli  not, 
exercise  of  the  power*    Where  the  power  does  nei  nquire  r«q^^      » 
a  ooosent  by  die  parties  beneOdally  entided,  it  would  seem, 
that^  daring  the  condnuance  of  die  life-estate,  a  tenant  in 
tul  catiiid^  by  eoncorring  widi  the  tenant  fer  life,  in  a 
destinsstiim  of  the  entail,  annihilate  the  power,  because, 
pi^irioaB*  CO  the  dme  fixed  fur.  the  estate^tail  to:  take  effect 
in  poaaesraon,  the  power  has  priority,  in  respect  of  itsoapai- 
bility  of  benig  exercised,  before  that  period;  and  it  is 
not  in  tlie  power  of  the  tenant  for  life,  (as  bis  consent 
is  not  requived,)  by  joining  in  a  disentailing  assurance, 
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with  the  ^teiiantin  tiul,,to  prevent  the.power  being, exeidaed* 
d^riQg.the.QplXlti^uanceof  the  life^state.  (i),  But,  if  the  co^- 
pentrof  th^  tenant  jTo?  life  b^  required,  then,  his  concuiDenc^ 
with  the  renuun^er-man  in  tailf  in  barring  the  entul^  will 
effeotually,  destroy  the  power^  although  the  consent  of  the 
tienapt  in  tail  be.  not  required.;  because  the  concurrence  of 
the  tenant  for  life  precludes  an  exercise  of  the  power,  during 
his;lifey  and,  as  to  the  estate-tail|  after  the  detennination  of 
the  life-estate,  it  is  co-equal  with  the  power,  and,  from  that 
period,,  it^  previous  destmct^n  begins  to  operate,  and  pre- 
vents the  power  being  exercised.  It  must  be  remembered, 
however,  thaty  as  the  concurrence  of  the  tenant  for  life  in 
pairing  the  entail,  can  only  affect  the  power,  by  destroying 
j^e  right  of  consent,  sul^ect  to  which  the  power  is  created, 
j^Iiis,  oons^uence  wijil  bp  avoided,  as  well  as  the  meiger  or 
detennination  of  the  life-estate,  if  the  tenant  for  life  merely 
concur  to  give  his  assent  to  the  barring  the  estate-tail,  as 
protector  of  the  settlement,  under  the  act  for  abolishing  fines 
and. recoveries.  Under  tl^  former  system  of  fines  and  re- 
coveries, top,  the  destruction  of  the  power  of  consent  of  the 
tenant  for  life  might  have  been  avoided,  with  all  the  cer- 
tainty of  technical,  accuracy,  by  conveying  to  the  tenant  to 
the  praecipe,  such  an  estate^  9^7*  ^  would  leave  a  reversion 
in  the  teni^t,  for  life,,  to  which  that  power  would  continue 
attached,  and  which,  either,  by  force  of  a  condition,  or,  by  a 
proper  declaradpn  of  uses,  accompanied  with  meiger,  might 
he  reduced  into  possession  after  the  recovery,  (k) 
Powers  limited  ,  6.  It  would  seem,  that  the  different  rules,  with  respect  to 
boroopra  to  *  the  Validity  of  unrestricted  Powers,  when  limited  to  persons 
rrai^mn^  f ^ ,  ew«,  and  their  representatives,  are  of  equal  force,  as 
■1^^^^  °^  applied  to  limiti^tions  of  such  Powers  to  jfersoug  ftmbam, 
tbetrrepreien.   simjjy,  without  being  extended  to  their  representatives. 

The  danger  being,  in  both  cases,  the  same,  ojz.,  the  possi- 

(t )  See  But.  Elen.  Connp.  27t.      dittmction  taken  in  die  tntt. 
But  the  learned  author  does  not  seem  (il)  Biirt  Elem.  Comp.  272,  ■. 

to  have  obsenred  or  recognised  the 
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bility  of  the  exercise  of  the  power  beyond  the  allowed  limits 
of  remoteness,  the  remedy*  upon  whatever  principle  regu* 
latedj  must  be  the  same,  also.  Were  there,  in  the  nature  of 
the  case,  any  greater  tendency  to  a  perpetuity,  in  die  limi- 
tation of  a  power  to  a  person  unWm,  than,  in  siich  ia  Hftti- 
tation  to  a  person  in  esse,  and  his  heirs,  or  hiA  executors  and 
administrators,  there  might  be  ground,  for  requiring  every 
such  power,  as  originally  limited,  to  conform  to  the  Rute 
against  Perpetuities.  But,  such  hot  being  the  case,  it  is 
clear,  that  all  the  safeguards  which  we  have  seen  to  exist,  16 
the  case  of  Powers  limited  to  persons  in  esse  and  their  re- 
presentatives, in  the  nature  of  consents,  liability  to  destruc- 
tion by  tenants  in  tail,  and  (possibly)  specific  objects  to  be 
accomplished  by  the  execution  of  Powers,  equally  arghe,  in 
similar  cases,  against  any  remote  tendency  in  unrestricted 
Powers,  limited  to  persons  unborn. 

7.  A  class  of  Powers  remains  to  be  considered,  to  which  Powers  of 
little  attention  seems  to  have  been  given,  in  connexion  with  teriiw|a!c.?oii 
the  laws  against  remoteness.     The  Powers  in  question  are  [!?"«>*««>»- 
Powers  o{  determining  terms  or  other  like  estates,  valid  in  their  «v«nt8. 
creation,  on  future  contingent  events,  which  may  possibly 
happen  after  the  expiration  of  the  period  prescribed  by  the 
Rule  against   Perpetuities.     Of  these   Powers,  the   Real 
Property  Commissioners  thus  remark  (/) : — "  If  an  estate 
be  limited  to  A«  B.,  for  a  term  of  one-thousand  years,  so  as 
to  vest  the  absolute  legal  and  equitable  interest  in  him,  with 
remainder,  to  C.  D.,  and  his  heirs,  with  a  power,  reserved 
to  the  same  C.  D.,  and  his  heirs,  to  revoke  or  determine  the 
term,  there  is  reason  to  suppose,  this  power  would  be  void  ; 
for  the  power  might  be  exercised,  after  the  period  fixed  as 
the  boundary  for  perpetuities.*^ 

That  such  Powers  are  within  the  reason  of  the  Rule, 
seems  scarcely  to  need  remark ;  as  whatever  tends  to  sus- 
pend the  absolute  vesting  of  interests,  is,  obviously,  among 

(/)  3  Rep.  34. 
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the '  objectiii  agaihst  which  the  Rule  for  the  inetention  of 
Perpetuities  is  diieeted ;  and  it  is  phun^  the  acqnjatioD  of 
the-Absdlute  oMianahip  is  equally  postpooed^  ivhether  the 
fifHUakm§  iffl^Poi^A  limitathm  depend  oniBoiiiefiHeoedeiit 
etefifi  or  its  ebniinUed  ^njojfi^^eni  be  lisble  to^intermptioii^ 
tmh  the  egiinncise  of  a  po w^r;  vested  in  aome  other  i^etKHu 
The  dMbi^nce^  hcmever>  between  the  two  eases^  i%  that, 
whemasy  If  a  Hoifitation:  depend  aa  a  condition  preoedent; 
my  tiemoteness  in  the  contingency  wholly  invalidate  the 
gift  etp^atanl  upon  it»  the  effk«  of  the  Rule  ugaiost  'Pte- 
pbtultie^^  in  the^case  of  an  ^istate  or  interest,  alreddy  vested^ 
l)ieing  made  liable  tc>  be  defeated,  by  a  power  of  revocaiioD 
whidh  is  too  i^oiote,  h^  simply,  to  disencumber  the  limita* 
(Sdn,  of  the  void  superadded  power.  And|  if  the  question 
be;  whether  a  power  of  revocation,  such  as  that  Tefemed  to^ 
is' void,  as  too  remote,  it  seems  only  necessary^  to  observe, 
tfiat/  if  it  be  limited  to  a  penon  and  his  i^presentativics, 
akvd  do  not  serve  ai^y  legri  nkerior  purpose,,  (such  as,  the 
jiayifiem  of  debts,  or  the-  Vke,)  it  must,  upon  ilhe  geoeial 
pAn^les  of  the  law.  i^gamst  perpetuities^  be  legarded,  as 
tekaifgtimiQtf  (in  tbM,  it  b  not  ccmflned  (o^)  the  aUowed 
4iiu{ts,'and  tfs,  thereibiBj  void.  And,  conieqnendy,  it  is  apr 
pr^bend^,  that  a  power  of  nevocation  of  a  term,  lianled^  to 
fr  ^(rai%er  and  bis  heite,  or  eKecotois  and  admintttBatais^ 
iDKthe  efv^tit  of  the  donee' df  the  term  dying  wikhoQt'issae 
^lietally,  (supposing  ibe  ciAse  tiot  oomprehwided'  by 'the 
r^edt  ^emurtifieni  df'l'Vict;'a  36^  befbile  eonsidemt)>er 
«tiy  mhieir  ^^at^^  not'  neceiMrlly  happening  within' tbe  pre- 
Mibiedr  peHodi  t^uld  be  void,  as  tetof  Koiete:  akhough  it 
seems'dear,  that  there  is  uo  objection,  in  point  of  lemele- 
•nes^  to  the  Uinitationof  a  term  of  yean,  detenmnable  (if 
^  (fri^nal  fchn  tffih0  Umitaiion,)  on  the  indefinite  Ihilare 
of  the  termor's  issue,  or  on  any  other  event 
Af  to  remote-      *  Bat,  it  seems  questionable,  whether  die  same  consideis- 

ncMofPowen,   ^.  /•  i_«i_t,  ^t  i* 

in  reference  to   tions  of  convenience,  which  we  have  seen  to  have  place  in 
term»  Greeted     regard  to  somc  Powcrs  of  Sale,  and  the  like,  would  not  be 


allowed) to  uphold  B^m^tB  bf  MSTodAltdn,  of  ihb  .kifi4tf  if  at*  »  marriage 
flhooUb  a^^poar^Klh^t  tb^  ierm^umM  crmiml/or.a  iemgmp^  aettl^i«iiti. 

mgakffdmimtmof  taoney,)  and  a  power  of  vev^piitioiv  ^ 

toiridofa)  >therefiii0^  toM^  iiot<  be  «flcpdfed  U>#ngr>  %tM&om 

of  ffOMKAMSB.    Thus,  ftbe  Cdniiiumoiier^  w*  4i^;  kwiof 

B«trJPvQpefl^,'  after  the  rpengtiipt  l/M  atyyire  .qwMl» 

nteariivte^  fetter  («f)2 — *'The  case  setei^  to  b^e^a^oiialijp^ 

diAiiw  V  wheiie>  ill  the  teaal  way  of  fnarriage^fletUfSin^q^ 

a  tena  iit  jeariy  preoeding  all  tfae  olber  lioiitauoi)B»*  ia 

limiied  toitnifltecs^  for  a  purticular  purpose,  coniiected  wiih 

the  other  limitatuma  in -the  aetdemeDl,  .audi  uaually^  mth  a 

promion  fdr  ibe  cesser  of  the  tenia*  when  the  puipcae^^for 

whiehrit  ww  created^  has.  been  effecledj  (fis^  a  teriBi  eitheri 

for«Bekirii]ga*joiiiCure^tHr>  for  r^isif^  poFtioma  for  ^y^qnger 

cbiMien))  aN4]gect  Jo  apow^:  of  aqle  mid  excbluigeif  to  bn 

exerei06dLsonlY>Wiidiilhe  eoaliem  .of  th^t  beaefiq^  ^^t¥Wf^ 

aDd.iirbiefaiqM>weiv  if^mmisedf/^foold,  of  0OiM#e»ij9y«i^i9W)b 

ail  flt^ipcpoediiig  lixmlatiooa. *  Tim poire^oai^ sc^^fi^.1^ 

baid.ttr*hai^e  tey  lendtaey  to/H  perp^mHy*  4b  d?|b§|]^r(b^ 

prtoedihg'tenn;^  fi»^  ^>4Jhe  ffb^vier./eape^^^thf^  l^m^  fnuit 

dethniivi  witfi  the  dealh  of /th^  jQinUP^  apA  if9^inerfl»i9f 

ifae*affreiBn^:tfA]|gr^ofUi^jointnre9«tidb  iH!  the^ Jl4^^  fipo^ 

pqnieDt  4)C  tfa^ipottione;  aii4  M  U  beildleg?4  that  ^e  pay** 

iifoiit/6flthai)avtfaiftef  the  joi^tnre,  in  Uie  opej  xm9e;'aif4)  ^ 

the  ]^0Dlioii8}'in  li^^fSir^  may  ptdtraot  t]f^  dvatatifliiolyibe 

txEmfMeya^ib^  Upaila  of  the  xestmot  upon,  petp^lmtie^ 

80 d^itaveoderitiiiB  effsct»  a(i  absolule'  tenuis  Uie  profiesi* 

tioB  may  be  denied^  becaiMe  the  mere  cireUmetiubce,  that 

the  aitem  a»d  pinrtioiiii  may  apt  be  raised  tor  paid.  Sot  a 

period  beyoml  a  life  or  lires  in  beii;ig,  and  twenty-one  jewm 

afterwards,  if  they  wene>,  (aa  they  must  be)  neoesmily 

xaisaUe  and  payable  within  the.  term,  or  immediately  on,  the  t  v .  % 


I  > 


1  »?'•%  •• 


(m)  3  Rep.  95. 
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yuMd.intfeqoitj;  wd^Sf  the  tnuBt  henotToidai  equity^  havi 
im  thf  jefi88er:0&ihe,iteria,»  jopon  tbd  same  emot;  be  deeited 
U¥^fefn<>le,'«l;Ja)ir« .: . Tlle.f ufes^jof  ^kwtatid «quity>  sd^  as 
t)N3Ji(9mP&?ir/^p9iq[>^9litiai^ido.iduc^  diffiBi; 

Iirpn»it}»^Qi9Ueryif ti9»^  it  utoybe  inlMred»  that  l&e  poir^, 
1^  lib«  ^rpa^  ^^tfibinqt  ^i»As  nb  ituiio^.l^  raasoii  of  jkatei^ 
i^li^yAOi  <wer-maeb-a'pi)eeediQg leiiDi  and^ if s<vh  canooc^ 
lA  it  «9>ooQ0eiv/^i  hq  void,  4>y  the  terra  afterwards  beooaaiDg 
fyto^hite^^y  ^dien^ticiii)  l»«^hy  il  eak  fbr  the  purpose. of  xaia* 
i^g 'the  mon^y  .aecuDed  by  it«  .  The  e!xerciae  of  the  power 
ci^miot  i^fterwards  de^ai  ibe.  terra,  made  aheokite  by  alietUH 
t^ftpn  l^pt;  tb^>  power  inay,  oe^ertheleas,  be  ye^cerciae^f  Js 
respect  to  the  other  liroiti^tHSOft-bui  aalgeet/lo^^he  terni;  aa^ 
-  )  ii^th0<ei»e/ wbere  a  tc^aa^t  &r  Ufe^  whoae  coBseril  is  neces- 
t  '''  t  s^  4o  the  ezerci9e:oC  ja*  ipoiwet^iHiakea »  h^^^r  Chera^  the 

.  fll^h^eq^^  e9«i^i^  pf  :tbe.(power  eanno^  ovei^reach  the 
l^sm* '.  pHpptw*^  rhQwevi^r,/ that  the  ietsi^  be.  In  its  crea* 
ti^,  ii^h;itf^  or  without  aipiy  ebiiiae  pf  cesser,  yet,  conaideiv 
^R&r  ^t^  i^t  is  a.mre  fe^urity  for  the  payment  of  a  snm  of 
inpi^j9.and  that»  subject  to  that  ehaif^,  and  until  the  teim 
i&^J^hitaly  aUeaed  for  raiswg  the*  money,  the  tena  la  oon- 
spii^ated  ^ith  the  othi^.limiMLtio&s  in  the  aettlemeBty  and 
att/ai^]wf^ :  upcfp  tMeB\,  theie,  ae^ma  to.  be  no  substantial 
c(]j§ctiiOi^  tO:  tl^e^power,  pa,  the  .groijnd  <»f  perpetuity*" 

It  will  be  observed,  that  the  argument,  i^nst  any  ten* 
dency  to  a  perpetuity,  in  the  power,  in  the  case  put  by  the 
CommissionerB,  is  rested,  not,  on  the  impossibility  of  an 
exercise  of  the  power,  beyond  the  allowed  limits^  but,  on 
the  circumstance  of  the  object  to  be  effected  by  the  term 
being  such,  that  it  cannot  reasonably  be  supposed,  the  term 
itself  will  endure,  for  any  influential  or  eflSdent  purpoa^ 
(designed  in  its  creation)  longer  than  the  prescribed  period 
of  perpetuity.  If  such  be  the  char^ter  of  the  term,  it  is 
manifest,  all  objection  to  the  power  of  revocation,  on  the 
score  of  remoteness,  so  far  as  that  power  affects  the  term. 
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is^  ^  wifaBtafitially,'*  lemoved ;  althoagh,  it  must  be  admitted^ 

that,  if  die  tenn  be  abiolate  or  not  lifd)Ie  to  cesser,  it  seetns 

difficidt  to  regard  it,  at  law,  asotberthiiia  term  for  the  fell 

noaiber  of  yean,  for  whidi  it  is  limited,  without  regard 

to  the  character  of  the  particular  olijects  contemplated  in  its 

creation.  The  circumstanee,  also,  that  the  term  is  eonsoli-^ 

dated  with  the  general  body  of  limitetions  in  the  settlem^nC, 

and  inserted  and  located,  with  especial  regard  to  the  o)\jects 

to  be  effiscted  by  it,  greatly  tends,  in  an  equitable  point  of 

tiew,  to  place  the  term  on  an  equal  footing  with  the  othet 

limitations^  in  regard  to  tbeir  connexion  with  the  powfer,- 

and,  therefore^  to  render  the  latter  valid,  as  respects  the 

term,  if  it  be  not  void,  as  to  the  other  limkatibns  vdth' 

which  it  is  associated  or  eonourrent 


Upon  the  whole  subject  of  these  speciiA  Powers,  aA  Genml 
afibcted  1>y  the  Rote  against  Perpetuities,— ^it  muA  be  to  antimited 
admitted,  that  a  strong  disposition  is  discernible,  in  our  ^|^. 
juices  of  law  a»id  equity,  towards  a  moderate  rdaxation 
of  the  estabfiahed  principles  of  the  laws  against  Perpe* 
toities,  in  ikfor  of  unllmhed  Powers,  when  their  actual 
exereise  ia  confined  within  legal  limits;   although,  as  alt 
bounds  to  rtiles,  fonnded  on  notibifi  of  expediency  only, 
are  merely  arbitrary,  it  is  impossible  to  say,  how  fttr  a 
respect  for  past  professional  laxity,  and  general  convenience, 
may  lead  to  a  disregard  of  the  strict  Hue  of  principle  aftd 
analogy* 


:hi;  »!'•■''>  ■  ^  »'"•■   <     '•/.'•  ^'T'T   [/•'■*';"'     1-    ..«   »'  v. ■.  -•«:  '   -"  -. 

h..,T...cv,.-;    ...^  .  ■CtrA!»TEK'2J:Xt!.'''  ••    •  ' ''    ■  '■••  ' 

»  m 

•■    .  .  .  *  *  t  *  • 

OF  T^  RUIfP  JiQJ^^  Tf^tXTXfVmS^  AS  It    ^FE97«  %BE 
.  :  V  .IM?LICATION  OF,  E8T4T^  ,    . 


No  legal  ,  Ab  tl^e  flgrst^m.Qf  law  19  barfDooiop^  aod  Kgardfiil^  ia 

iS£e*^"  **"  e^h  of  its  branches,  of  the  principle^  /iHil  which  pth^is  are 
incootistent       ^>Me<L  jt^  foUoiyB,  that  UQ  c^Mq  qt  .interest  can  rbe  qr^led 

with  the  Rule     ^^   Vf'^  /        ^  V  "        .     .  ,    , 

affftinst  by  mere  operation  of  law^  or^.ttf  it  19 . teonp^ . pjT  if^licar 

crpetuitiea.    ^  ^^^^^  tj^}^^^ jcpylfj  l}fJ^  Yojj^,^  tpp  r^m^^  uu^ev  the  B«de 

:  :  w  •  fi^^^  t^lW^;  tp,,.ff^  ^piftftti9PS..Qf  fotwce  inteiests. 
'  ,r,  '^ll^  pplicjr  olifLYf^  Y[hi^9  iq.eupjport /Q^  a  Jibeplf  cona^nip* 
ti()o,9f  ihQ,  iiifpn^on  pf ,  fi^<^ra,,wd,  <^€f«%  wses.  estaUa 
uponiwpUyd.^ft^  qWttoij,  opnaifit^ntly  yfitb  ^,wifle,jje^gpnl 
fpr  t^, ,pf9Pf«ii?P3;.iQf ,t^,  jflpspi;«dwti4. VPteiq,  ^.  per- 
mi^tipd  >p  hje^ye  i  com^,  i^^f  ^  the ,  ^plication,  jgf  i^^  to  any 
^yepi  9p9|p»  wf  uld  in^^pie/  an.  i^^in^ment  pf ,  )dbat ,  ii^iyeijsal 
lW^4^^^  the  c^gatioi^  of  ip^^f>^.ts,,siug)pudiDg  thenp^ul- 
9itioo  qI:  fill}  power  Qver  pi:Qpei;ty^  Jlsc^|;^li^ed  and  fi^ecLbj 
the  Iluje  qg^u^t  P|e.i;{)^^uties.  ;iI{ow  8tT9i%  soever  the  pc* 
spnpqptiQq,  ,tb^refo^^fp];»  ^wei?;ex;  ^palp^Iate4  to. promote, 
whst.Qi^y  be  jpresumed  to  have  beeq>  ibe^d^signaof  the 
author  of  the  Hnputatiop^  or,  to  sppport  and  compleie  Jhis 
general  dispositive,  ach^noe,  it  mvfaf,  ever  b^  a  sufficient 
answer  to  any  ^attempt  for  giving  it  effect,  that  it  will  in- 
volve, a  di^r^gaid  qf  the  landmark  which  binds  on  all  sides 
the  settlement  of  every  species  of  property,  (n) 

(n)  1  Jarm.  WiU8,260. 
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And  this  principle  is  as  easy,  in  its  practical  realization, 
88  it  IB  simple,  in  itself.    The  efiect  of  the  implication  of  the 
laws  against  remoteness,  to  any  particular  case  of  express 
gifts,  has  bat  to  be  discovered,  and  the  extent,  to  which  the 
impUcation  of  a  like  estate  or  interest,  under  nmilar  circum- 
stances, may  be  affected  by  it,  is  immediately  ascertained. 
Whether  this,  or  \?hfi^  ytjier^  <pfQy|D^|a9ce  has  occasioned 
the  scarcity  of  authority  which  characterizes  this  department 
of  the  law  of  perpetuity,  it  is  unnecessary  to  inquire :  it 
may  Office  t6  IdioW,  mat,  firom  the  nature  of  the  doctrine, 
little,  if  any,  difficulty  can  ever  occur,  in  the  way  of  its 
practical  implication.     Whatever  the  doubt  be,  it  will  ensue 
fix)m,'  and  1)e  indentical  with,  that  which  may  attend  the  '' 

prioiaiy  question  of  the  remoteness  of  an  express  limitation,' 
similar  to  the  one  sought  to  be  implied:  that  removed,  and      .   ., 
the  subordinate  difficulty  also  ceases.  '    ' 

The  only  authority,  at  all  beitrin^  on  the  question,  iak  Caieof 
6asei  (o)  in  whic^  a  testatof  gave  his  estates,  to  his  nephewj  ^^JJ!^  ^ 
W.  %,'  elde^  son  of  his  brother,  R.,  and  his  aissigns,  fot  ^'^^ 
life,  tbmaiixder,  to  fals  first  and  other  sons,  in  strict  settle* 

» 

nient,  and  for  want  of  such  issu^,  then,  to  the  second  soti 
of  liis  yaid  brothei*,  for  ftfe,  ahd  aft^r  the  death  of  the  said 
second '8<)li,  thetH,  to  the  first  son  6f  the  body  of  buch  second 
son;  and  t6  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such  second  son, 
lawfuHytb  be  begotten,  and  fot  default  of  such  issue,  to  the 
third,  fburth,  aiid'^h,  and  every  b£her  son  aild  sons  of  the 
said  secbud  son  of  the  said'R.,  according  to  their  seniority, 
and  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  thie  third,  fourth,  fifth, 
and  other  sons  of  the  said  second  son.  The  testator  de- 
clared, that  the  reason  (^his  settling  and  limiting  his  estates 
as  afoi^eaaid,  was,  because  he  desired  to  have  the  same  con^ 
linue  in  his  name  and  bh>od.  The  testator's  brother  had 
only  one   son,  W.,  bom  in  the  testator's  lifetime;  but  a 

(o)  Cka§fmtMd.OHv€rw^  Bnwn,3Bwt,  1626. 
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second  soh,  T.5  was  subsequently  born.  W.  died  without 
issue,  uponVhich  T.,  the  second  son,  entered,  and  suffered 
a  recovery ;  which  raised  the  question,  whether  the  second 
son  took  an  estate-tail,  or  only  an  estate  for  life.  It  was 
contended,  against  the'  recovery,  that  T.  was  only  entitled 
to  an  estate  for  Iife,'{br  that  tLe  ambiguity,  in  the  devise,  to 
take  placd  immediately  after  his  death,  arose  from  an  inad- 
vertency in  transcribing  the  wiU ;  the  transcriber  having 
omitted,  after  the  words,  **  to  the  first  son  of  the  body  of 
such  second  son  and  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of  such,* 
the  words,  **  first  son  lawfiilly  to  be  begotten,  and  for  want 
of  such  issue,  then  to  the  second  son  of  the  body  of  soch 
second  son  of  R.,  and  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  body  of 
sucb,*^  which,  if  inserted,  would  have  rendered  the  clause 
clear  and  sensible,  and  which,  it  was  contended,  ought  to 
be  supplied,  on  the  evident  intention.  The  Court  of  B.  R. 
held,  that  T»,  the  second  son,  took  an  estate-tail,  and  that 
the  limitations,  supposed  to  be  left  out,  could  not  be  in^^ 
serted ;  and,  in  support  of  this  view,  it  was  said,  that  the 
limitations  could  not  be  mppliedy  as  the  person,  in  whose 
favor  the  implication  vras  sought  to  be  made,  woi  the 
chUd  of  a  ton  of  T.  unborn  at  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor ;  although,  it  is  true,  the  Court  observed,  that,  if  the 
omitted  limitations  could  be  supplied,  the  doctrine  of 
gy'fres  would  be  applicable,  to  vest  an  estate-tidl  in  T., 
the  second  son. 

With  this  notice  of  the  only  decided  case  to  be  found,  at 
all  affecting  the  question,  we  may  close  this  glance  at  the 
operation  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  upon  the  raising 
of  estates  by  implication  of  law ;  a  subject,  which  has,  in- 
deed, been  introduced,  rather,  out  of  regard  to  the  theoretic 
completeness  of  our  view,  than,  fix>m  any  novelty  of  rule  or 
principle  connected  with  it 
Present  notice  It  may  be  observed,  however,  that  the  notice,  here  taken, 
implicttion  of    of  implied  estates,  (as  the  learned  reader  will  have  per- 
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remoteiwn. 


ceived,)  only  c^ntempli^cs  them,  ai|  thej  majf  infringe  the  estotes  mofaf- 
Rule  against  Perpetuities,  and  not^ia  connexion  with  the  [Ij^nst 
purpose^  frequently  served  by  thepn^  ot  pret^tina  a  violar^  remotM 
tion  of  tha,t  Rule ;  which  was  formerly  seen^  when'  Qnjg^ea 
upon  the .  subject  of  limitations  after  a  failure  of  issue,  and 
their  relation  to  prior  estates,  express  or  implied. 
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CHAPTER  XXVIL 

OF     THE     RULB     AGAINST     PERPETUITIBB^    AB     IT     AFFBCTC 

EXECUI^ORY  TRU0T8« 

Rules  of  law  .fo  bas  been  before  remarked,  and  the  whole  ooolrBe  of 
sameTin^^  ^  this  Treatise  has  ilh»tmted  the  obfieivation,  that  thefe  IS  1^^ 
J^J^^^  diffinrence  between  the  Courts  of  law  and  equity,  in  the 
whenlimitm-      adsniiiBtration  of  the  rules  re^ctiiig  the  teinoten^ias'of 

EBtecntory  Kipitations.-  Nor  will  a  Coasf  tt  equity^  wbete 
theilimitatfODi;  of  trostsiare  complete  in  diemsiely^  cnr,  asit 
is  'temed,  etecttted^  mouldy  alter,  or  put  a  peeuliar  con- 
stracdpn  upon  theai,  in  order  to-ev^e,  or  pi^eaetf^  die 
limitations  £pom.the  operation  of,  the  Rule  against  Peipetn- 
hies:  (he  ordinarj  prindples  of  interpretation  are  adhered 
to^  without  regard  to  any  consequences  that  may  ensue  fiom 
the  application  erf  a  rule,  extrinsic  to  the  particular  quesdon 
of  construction,  and  which  application  must  follow,  and 
take  place  as  a  consequence  of,  a  consbuction,  prerioody 
dcftermined  on  or  adopted,  upon  grounds  peculiar  to  itself 
and  of  individual  and  independent  force. 
But  if  limtu-        But,  where  the  settlor  or  testator  has  purposelr  ftdboibd 

tions  ezecutorr  -.,..,  ,  a         t  ,      ^  -  .  ^ 

oniT,  equity  bis  dispQsiuve  sraeoie  aftet  tM  charaqter,  rather,  ef  a 
tbirai?^^  dtd^ration,  aB  C«^  what!  ate)  bis  general  ktentioM^^  and 
regai^toUws  acagus^  ihaB,  of  a  seHcs  of  formal  tod  sufficnint  limi- 
reiiioteiwM.       tatioos^,  in  thetdscBYes  aotualiy  •  definite,  and  bf  tii^ii<  ailtlKr 

intended  -to  be  oonipfete,  4heQ^>  he^eeeins  dea%iffedj.  lo 
hme^^e  office  of  carrying'  out  imd  giving  effect  to  Us 
diqpoeitidisi  . to '  ihat  jurisdictidn^  Which'  take^  'CpgniBanoe 
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of  matters  of  trust  and  agreement,  and  seeks  to  discover 
the  real  intentions  of  partiesi  in  their  dispositions  of,  and 
contracts  respecting  property.  In  expressly  directing  the 
execution  of  a  formal  settlement,  or,  in  leaving  such  a 
direction  to  necessary  implication,  (either,  from  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  or,  from  the  tenor  of  the  instnimenty) 
an  intentiom  by  inevitable  construction,  appears,  that  what 
is  deficient,  informal,  acid  wanting  in  precision,  in  the  first 
instrument,  should  be  supplied,  remedied,  and  improved,  in 
the.setdemeot  to  wfaidi  it  is  introduotoiy,     .  <  ' 

And,  fiuther,  inferenor.is  dedncihle^from  this  limitation 
of  trusts  in  the  executory  form,  that  the  settlor  or  testatcnr 
jptepda  hb  dispo8itioiia:to  be>  carried.  ottt»  not  oi^,  mbre 
fonnally,  bu^  ^ho,  with  a.strioter  regaitd  to  legid-  ^mks  and 
tedmicaKlMe^ };  und,  yet  fiirther,'  thatv  shmild  •  hia  genimft 
adieme. of  disposition  indicato-mnyitepdeticy  to  a  yamlaAomJot 
tbose*  ndcMb  it  vaagp.  be  effectuated  as  -Ar  only  >aa/ they. wffl 
pennil,  md  tu  #  nmrn^x,  to-  insure'  Jthe^  adiiiiity  ntf  :the  -wfaote 
aeries  rof  limltatiwq^  created;  m  'pwaqaiiee'^fif  Jiia  general 
dirrctiopsi  .In  pallet  *afJegBl  aceunusyt  .  Toteppqae  a  penone 
declaring  troats.of  this  executoiyi  kind,  dsshnas  of  haini^ 
dbem  specificaUy  carried  out^  in  a  manner  that: woiAd  lead 
to  their  general  ov  total  fiulniie,  is  to  make  him  defesEBtta^do^ 
and  not  to  do^  at  the  same  :tiBie:  an  absurdity,  to  ]Pdiiob^ 
not  even  a  manifest  tendenqr  tx>  illegalilyy  in  Ae  aoope  of 
bia  .diqx)ation8,  can  reconeile  us^  and  which  must,  theqefore^ 
be  avoided,  by  conqpletii^  hissettlemeotyaanear  as  mi^  be 
to  his  intentions,  confonaaUy  witih  the  roles  of  Jaw« 

Of  thia  Jun^  pia9aly,.iire  triMtsiesaeGatory,  eiincing  an 
intention,,  on  the  parted  their  andior,  Jo  seitle  hiapve^rty^ 
in  a  maimer^  whi<^  woajd^firkpoae  bisidispasitioQi^  to.  ob^csh 
tion  on.  theiiicon^  of  <eiii9ieiiQss.r  >  If  :the  dir^idbjfMl^aaA 
eflbfl  .o£  hi^  Umllatiqns  te  ibottkb  cnatieb  of jsl  jptipeAnits) 
but,/  >w»i|i%tepfess,f#Wich>fi)i^>ie  fMBe;i]»BOldr  iinbim'lha 
chaia  o€  Mlliiti^B$^  thane  icannptr  he«»  doubts ^tha&ii  Gont 
of  dquity ,  will  xany  into  eflect  the  general  intenbci^  aod, 
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especiaHy,  where  the  expression  of  that  intendon  is  accoio- 
panied  by  some  reservation,  as  to  an  ofasenrance  of  the 
limits  prescribed  by  law. 

Case  of  To  this  effect,  is  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Banket  v. 

Dewpematr.        Baroncss  Le  Deipencer,  {p)  where  T.,  lord  Le  D.,  being 

seised  in  fee  of  the  ancient  barony  of  lord  Le  D.,  by  inden* 
ture,  together  with  his  son,  T.  S.,  (heir  to  the  barony,)  con- 
veyed certain  real  estates,  to  trustees,  to  the  use  of  T.,  lord 
Le  D.,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  the  use  of  T.  S.,  &x  life, 
with  remainder,  to  the  use  of  the  trustees,  in  fee,  in  trust,  that 
they  should,  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  T.,  lord  Le 
D.,  and  T«  S.,  convey,  setde,  and  assure  the  estates,  to  the 
use  of  such  persons,  for  such  estates,  and  with  such  powers, 
and  in  such  manner,  in  all  respects,  consistently  with  the  in- 
tent of  T.,  lord  Le  D.,  and  T.  S.,  that  the  same  estates  Aould, 
so  fer  as  the  law  would  permit,  be  strictly  settled,  so  as  to  go 
along  with  the  dignity  of  Le  D.,  so  long  as  the  person  posses- 
sed of  die  same  dignity  should  be  a  lineal  descendant  of  the 
said  T.,  lord  Le  D«,  and  be  held  and  enjoyed  by  the  person 
for  the  time  being  possessed  of  the  same  digni^,  and  being 
such  lineal  descendant  as  aforesaid;  and  that,  during  every 
suspenfflon  or  abeyance  of  the  same  dignity,  within  the 
limits  prescribed  by  law  for  strict  setdements,  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  same  premises  should  be  equally  divided 
amongst  the  co-heirs,  per  ttifpes,  of  the  person  or  persons 
respectively,  by  reason  of  whose  death  or  deaths  without 
issue  male,  such  suspension  or  abeyance  should  b^  for  the 
time  being,  occasioned,  as  by  three  counsel  in  the  law,  there- 
in specified,  should  be  advised  and  directed;  with  a  jko- 
vision,  that  the  trustees  should  seek  the  assistance  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  in  case  of  the  referees  declining  the 
reference,  or  not  agreeing  as  to  the  mode  of  setdement  Hie 
defendant,  the  baroness  Le  D.,  was  the  only  child  of  T.  S., 
who  died  before  T.,  lord  Le  D.    On  the  death  of  the 
latter,  a  reference  was  made  to  the  counsel  named,  to  ap- 

(p)  10  Sim.  576. 
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prove  of  a  settlement  to  be  made  in  pursuance  of  the  trusts 
of  the  indenture  above  mentioned;  but,  they  not  agreeing 
as  to  the  form  of  the  settlement,  a  bill  was  filed  bj  the 
trustees,  praying,  that  the  trusts  of  the  indentui^  might  be 
carried  into  effect,'  and  that  .a  proper  settlement  ^ight 
be  executed  under  the  direction  of  the  Court,     It  wa^ 
atgued,  on  behalf  of  an  only  surviving  son  of  T.,  lord  Le 
D.,  that  it  was  impossible  to  give  effect  to  the  intenUon  q( 
the  parties,  without  creating  a  perpetuity :  that  if  the  dignity 
of  Le  D.  were  to  become  in  abeyance,  in  consequence  of  a 
former  lord  having  died,  leaving  only  daughters  or  the  issue 
of  daughters,  it  might  continue  in  abeyance  for  more  than 
trvo-hundred  years ;  and  according  to  the  language  of.  the 
deed,  the  trust  for  the  co-heira  of  the  former  lord  was  to 
continue  for  the  same  length  of  time,  and  on  the  abeyance 
being  determined,  the  estates  were  to  go  back  with  the  title: 
that  the  intention,  expressed  with  regard  to  the  settlement 
to  be  made,  was  one  and  entire,  and,  therefore,  that,  if  it  in 
part  exceeded  the  limits  allowed  by  law,  and  could  not,  con- 
sequently, be  wholly  carried  out,  no  effect  could  be  given  to 
any  portion  of  the  intention.     It  was  said,  on  the  other  hand^ 
that  where  a  trust  was  executory,  the  Court,  if  it  could  not 
give  effect  to  it  in  ioto^  must  carry  it  out  so  far  as  it  could, 
consistently  with  the  nilesof  law  and  in  equity :  that,  as  the 
parties  to  the  settlement  had  only  required,  that  their  estates 
should  be  settled  according  to  a  certain  course  of  limitation, 
so  &r  as  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  would  permit;  the 
Courts    if  it  made   the  settlement  so  far  as  those  rules 
would   allow,  did  effectuate  the   intention  of  the  parties. 
Sir  Z.  Shadwetlt  V.  C,  afler  quoting  the  first  part  of  the 
trust,  down  to  the  words,  "  and  being  such  lineal  descendant 
as  aforesaid,''  observed,  that,  if  It  had  stopped  there,  there 
would  have  been  no  doubts  that  the  Court  would  have  direc- 
ted a  settlement  to  be  framed,  for  the  purpose  of  effectuating 
the  general  intention  of  the  parties,  and  cited,  in  proof  of 
thisy    the   cases  of  countess  of  Lincoln  v.  duke  of  Neto^ 
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casthj  Wool/more  v.  Burrawi^  and  lord  Dorchester  ▼.  lord 
Effifykamy^Te&cniljmeniionedL  His  honor  further  observed, 
the  only  question  was,  whether  there  was  any  thing  in  the 
second  part  of  the  direction,  which  was  so  iU^al  as  to  tie  up 
the  hands  of  the  Court,  and  prevent  it  fix>m  making  any  set- 
tlement: that  it  was  not  material  to  consider,  whether  the 
words, ''  within  the  limits  prescribed  by  law  for  strict  settle- 
ments,"  ought  to  be  taken  in  connexion  with  the  words  wfaidi 
preceded  them,  viz.,  **  during  eveiy  suspension  or  abeyance  of 
the  same  dignity,"  or,  in  connexion  with  the  words  that  follow- 
ed them,  visuf  'Hhe  rents  and  profits  of  the  same  prenuBes  shaH 
be  equally  divided  between  the  co^heire,  per  stirpee,  &c  i^ 
and  that,  in  whichever  of  those  ways,  the  words  were  taken,  an 
intention  was  found,  that  that  divi&ioii  of  the  rents  and  piofits 
ahould  continue  no  longer  than  the  law  allowed.  His  honor 
ihen  suggested  one  mode  of  effecting  a  settlement  whidi 
appeared    to    him    unobjectionable    in   point  of  law: — 
"Suppose,"  said  the  learned  judge,  "that  the  settlement 
were  to  be  made  in  this  timn :  vuf.,  that  the  estates  were  to 
be  limited  to  trustees,  for  a  term  of  one-thousand  yeare,  de* 
terminable  at  the  end  of  twenty-one  years  firom  the  death  of 
the  survivor  of  all  the  persons  in  esse  at  the  time  of  lofd 
Le  D.'s  death,  and  then  capable  of  succeeding  to  the  dignity, 
and  that,  subject  thereto,  the  estates  were  then  limited  to  the 
different  persons  so  in  esse  and  capable  of  succee&g  to  the 
dignity,  for  their  lives,  successively,  with  remainder,  to  their 
sons,  in  tail,  with  remainder,  to  their  daughters,  in  tail ;  and 
that,  then,  the  trusts  of  the  term  of  one-thousand  yeaia  wete 
declared  to  be,  that,  in  the  event  of  there  being  any  abey- 
ance, such  as  is  here  contemplated,  the  rents  should,  dniii^ 
the  term,  (which  could  not  exceed  the  limits  fixed  by  law) 
be  disposed  of  in  the  manner  piescribed  :  there  can  be  no 
doubt,  that  that  would  be  a  legal  mode  of  settlement.*'    In 
pursuance  of  this  decision,  a  settlement  was  prepared,  by 
which,  effect  was  given  to  the  trusts,  to  the  fullest  extent 
compatible  with  the  rules  of  law,  (although  not  in  the  man- 


ner  suggestod  by  the  lefumed  judge)  and  a  repoift  of  tl)e 
masters  approving  of  .thfl.seUleoMiity  haa  beca  since  con^ 
firmedj  and  the  aettlemeDt  kaelf  oidered  to  be  executed*  (pf) 
This  dedsioo  is  more  -satkfactfMry ,  as  an  aptbority  showing  Obseprations 

upon  JBOiUMM  ▼• 

the  indinaAifin  of  Coiuts  of  equity  to  eancy  out  Trusts  u  Detptmeer. 

Executoiy  not  essentially  xemote,  in  a  manner  conformaUe 

to  ths  rules  of  law,  than  any  cases  pie?ioualy  deddedf  inas^ 

BMich  as  the  trust  in  questioa  was,  undeniably,  such,  as,  if 

ezeeoted,  or  carried  into  effect,  Uteratmt  would  involve  a 

violatioa  of  the  Boile  against  Perpetpities :  for,  although 

the  woids,  *' within  the  limits  prescribed  by  law  for  strict 

settlements,"  confined  the  happening  of  the  abeyance  oY 

suspension  to  the  proper  period,  the  trust  which  was  to  arise 

on  that  event  was  to  continue  for  an  indefinite  period ;  aiM^ 

as  to  the  first  part  <^  the  trust,  it  has  been  already  seen, 

that,  alllMMigh,  if  executed,  it  would  have  been  held  gooc^ 

so  far  as  concerned  the  person  first  answering  the  description 

of  successor  to  the  titl^,  it  would  yet  have'  been  void,  as  to 

all  poRBona  succeeding  subsequently,  whether  in  esse  at  the 

creation  of  the  limitations,  or  not. 

This  is  the  principal  instance  of  a  Trust  Executory  being 

canied  out  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  which,  the  oljeo- 

tioxi  pf  a  direct  tendency  to  remoteness  has  attached.    •     1 

There  are,  however,  several  other  authorities,  provii^ 

that,  in  the  case  of  general  trusts  for  the  execution  of  settle* 

aient^  a  Court  of  equity  will,  ordinarily,  direct  a  sel^ment 

to  be  finamed,  for  the  purpose  of  effectuating  the  general 

iiUention  of  the  parties,  in  emtfwrmity  wM^  and  so  as  ioprth 

chide  all  olffeeUonfrom^  the  rule  of  law  against  the  creation 

of  perpeinities  f  and  these,  as  illusdrating  the  mode  in  which 

t2ie  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  with  reqpect  to 

Trusts  Executory,  is  exercised,  it  may  be  well  to  notice. 

The  first  case  is  that  of  the  countess  alldnedln  v^  the  Case  of 


ooonteesot 


{ppy  See  7  Jmriity  210.    See  also      under  the  order  of  the  Govt,  are 
Appcndizy  na  IIL  ;  where  the  Inni.      stated. 
tatlone    in   the  'settlement  executed 
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doke  of  ^ATeiMiuffe'^  (j^)  where  there  was^a  ooveiant^  in '4 
DHurfiageHBettlement,  to  settle  leasehold  estetefl^  m  troBt  for 
such  ^persons)  aad-fdr  Boekor  the  like  estates^  end^  inieiitBy 
aiid  ^purposes^  as  ftr  as  the\4aw  would  altofry' as  were  de- 
dlared  'concemiiig  certain  veal  estate^  liniled'tO'diveis 
persDfkS)  and  their  first  and  other  sons  in  tail-male,  'with 
scH^ral  Temaindens ;  and  it  was  held,  by  Lord  L&wghbonmgJh 
and,  afterwards^  by  the  House' of  Lords,  that  the  Mvenant 
sfaoUd  to  MefMited^' by*  giving  the  absolute  interests  in  the 
leasehold  estates,'  to  lihe^fitgt  tenant  in  Unl  in^  pone^^n  wA» 
had  atiahed  Ike  ape  ofUeeniyHme*  •  The  dect«^  as  origi- 
iially>  pronotmeed  by  lA>p3li'LotigM^oughi  was  to  the  efliect, 
^mtrif  the  tenant^  in  tait^homiddie  ^under  heentyone  wUh* 
oiilifewin^  fSMT^'Sm^  (^hieh  waa  die  desoription  of  issue 
efasitled  •tinder -liiei  entail  ctvansd  in  the  seal  ^estate^)'the  pnn 
]^erty  should  de voire  ta  the  n^xt  tenant  in  fail,  with  a-sinii^ 
largift-^y^er,  as  to  such  tenant  in  tail^  and  eadi  suooeeifiiig 
tehai:tt'in*t«L  At  the  time  of  the  appeal  coming  before  the 
HoaseofiLotdSy  the  expectant  tenant  in  tail  had  attained 
tw<0nty-one ;  and  it  was^  therefore,  decreed  by  that  Conrt^ 
thM;  the  leaseholds  ought  to  be  settled  on  him,  absolutely. 
It>was  observed  by  Lord  Eidon,  (who  was  the  dissentient 
peer,  Lotds  .SAe/^roii^A  and  Etskine^  the  latter  of  whom 
uTas  Lord  Chancellor,  carrying  the  judgment,)  that,  as  the 
decision  by  the  House  was  framed,  it  coitld  not  serve  as  an 
authority,  as  to  what  was  to  be  done,  under  any  other  cir- 
cumstances than  those  of  a  tenant  in  tail  in  possession 
Bttoining  twenty-one ;  by  which,  it  is  presumed,  hia  lord- 
iship  meant,  that  the  adjudication  only  establidied.  Hot  tie 
title  of  the  next  tenant  in  tail  would  depend^  simply,  em  ike 
fint  taker  not  attaining  twenty-one^  and  not,  on  the  com- 
plex contingency  of  his  dying  under  twenty-one  toititmi 
leaving  issue ;  the  latter  not  exhausting  the  whole  allowed 
period,  which.  Lord  Eldon  remarked,  it  was  supposed,  the 
Court  always  availed  itself  of,  in  these  cases  of  Executory 

(^)  3  Yes.  387 ;  12  Vet.  218. 
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Trusts.    1111%  it  will  be'  perceived,  was  not  ad  w^umetUum^ 

airtm,  bat  was  vierely  iffged,  ixk  <^po6itioa>t(>  thefiotioi^ 

that  4be  O0111I9  et^ii,  in  carrying  out  Trusls  EaeciilQryv  *ta 

rmort  toithe  wkola  period  of-perpetuiig  ,'\tor  thai  (tieseby  tlMt 

settlor's  iDtettCiefi  of  keeping  ;tfae  •  estates  together  was  not 

necessarily  ffffocUiated;  and^  as  the  Courts  •could  noipro^ 

pecly  exbau6ttbic  pneaoribed  limitSi  there  was  no  admissible 

iotermediate'  period  to  be  fixed  oni  and  that,  therefore,  the 

fKopccty  vested  in  the  fint  tenant  in  tadlj  on  birth*    The 

answer  to  this  reasoning,  however,  is,  (in  the  words  of  one 

of  the  reasons  for  the  respondents,  in  the  pdncipal  caae,) 

that  the:  hitention  of  the  parUes,*  Which  the  Court  was  called 

upon  to.  oacry  into  effect,  is,  mi  to  suspend  the  vesting,  tei 

the  niMoai  extent  that  migii  be  by  law,  but,  it  wae^  to  settle 

the  leasehold  lor  the  benefit  of  such  peiBon%  fofc  sivb 

estates,  eoMk,  intents,  and  purposes^  as  were  befi)ffe  declatedj 

ef  the  freehold,  so  far  a$  the  law  would  alhw}  which  iiiten*^ 

t]<H9,  it  is  undeniable,  is,  in  such  a  <;ass,  best  effected^  by 

permitting  the  leasehold  to  *  vest .  in  •  the  leoant  ia-  4aili 

akhough  dying  undar  twentyHxie,  if  he  kaveJseue^  as  tho 

cstate^tail  in  the  realty  descedds  to  sueh  iisoe, .  And  it  is  ihe 

object  of  the  parties,  that  the  two  'pro|>ertiek  shall  gO'togo4  '       i 

ihei>  as  far  as  is  permitted  by  the  rules  of  law.  :  U.  leems^ 

therefiorpy  to  be  deai^  diat,  whep  personal  property^  isrlioiitedy 

by  way  of  exeouCdey  -  tniiaC^  re&reatially  •  t6  >  {»evie«hs  t  tlimita^^    ' 

lions  «f  jsealty  in'  s|yictiseltleitient,:*f'aa  Jar  «s4be/Dtilei)of 

law  Aod  equity  will«peiBail^'>'  theMabsoldte  linferestiveslaaii 

the  iiivl  teaaattin  iqiLattfdnhigftweiity'*«Meyord^ing'und)sr 

that  age,  leaving,  issue  inheritable  to  ^the^aitailit   ^^'  mi  •    < 

The  De«t«ase  to  be  noticed  is* thatof  JF(E)afcior«  yi  Bur^  ^  ^ 
roir#9  (r) 'where,  a  testator  disposed  as  fbUows:vrr-<^Thelresidad  Bummu 
of  my  Ibrtuneto  be  laid  out  in  land,  ds  contiguous' tas  pra^ 
ticable  to  •&,  in  the  county  of  C«,  to  be.  added  and  cloeelf 
entailed  to  the  foMnUy  estate,  now  in  the  possesion  of  ray: 
relalive,  T.  B.;  until  such,  purchase  is  made,  to  b11ow<  to 
T.  B.   and  his  lawfiil  heir,  2L  10s.  per  centum,  on  the 

(r)  1  Sim.  512. 
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amoant  of  the  eaid  residue  i^  and  by  a  codicil,  the  testator 
declared  thus: — *'My  object,  in  wishing  to  improve  the  SL 
estate,  is,  to  hare  a  head  to  the  family,  who,  I  hope,  will  be 
kind  and  attentive  to  the  different  branches.     Should  T.  B. 
die  without  leaving  male  issue,  or  dispose  of  S.,  out  of  the 
femfly  line,  it  is  my  desire,  that  the  re^due  of  my  fortiiiie 
should  go  to  A.  B.,  or  to  his  nearest  relative  in  the  male 
Bne.'*    At  the  time  of  the  testator*s  decease,  the  S.  estate 
was  settled  on  T.  R,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  the  fatl 
and  every  other  ion  of  71  £.,  suceegrively,  in  taHr^makf  with 
reminders,  to  the  daughters,  as  tenants  in  commmi  in  tail- 
general,  with  remainders-over.     At  the  testator's  death, 
there  was  a  son  of  T.  6.  living,  named  R.  B.     It  being 
referred  to  the  master,  to  approve  of  a  proper  settlement  of 
certain  estates  purchased  under  the  directions  of  the  will,  he 
certified  in  favor  of  the  draft  of  a  settlement,  by  whidi,'the 
estates  were  limited  to  T.  B.,  for  life,  with  remfflider,  to 
B.  B.,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  trustees,  to  pifeserve  con- 
tingent remaindeiB,  with  remainders,  to  the  send  of  R.  B., 
successively,  in  tail-male,  with  remainder,  to  a  son  of  T.  K, 
who  was  bom  after  the  testator^s  decease,  in  tail-male,  with 
remainder,  to  every  other  son  of  T.  B.,  soccesrively,  in  tail- 
male,  with  remainder,  to  A.  B.,  (whose  proper  name  was 
A.  R.  B*,)  for  life,  with  remaudKler,  to  trustees,  to  preserve 
contingent    remainders,  with  remainder,  to  the  sons  of 
A.  R.  B.,  successively,  in  t^il-male,  with  remainders-over. 
To  the  master^s  report,  exceptions  were  taken  by  T.  R  and 
R.  B.,  to  the  effect,  that'  the  estates  ought  to  have  been 
limited  to  R.  B.,  in  tail-general,  or  in  tail-male,  and  not,  for 
Kfe  only,  as  it  was  the  testator's  intention,  that  the  estates 
to  be  purchased  and  settled  should  be  added  and  closely 
entailed  to  the  S.  estate,  under  the  settlement  of  which,  B.  R 
was  entitled  to  an  estate-tail-male.     In  support  of  this 
exception,  it  was  contended,  that,  if  an  estate  for  Efe  in  the 
new  estate  were  to  be  given  to  R  B.,  the  two  estates  might 
be  separated,  as  R.  B.,  being  tenant  in  tidl  of  the  S.  estate, 
might  bar  the  entail  of  it :  that  the  testator  could  not  intend, 
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that  B.  B.)  the  eldest  sod,  diould  have  an  estate  for  life 
odIj^  and  that  his  younger  brother  should  have  an  estate* 
tail    On  the  other  hand,  it  was  ui|^d,  that,  where  there  is 
an  intention  to  entail  strictly,  all  persons  bom  in  the  life- 
time of  the  testator  DAUSt  be  made  tenants  for  life ;  and  that, 
as  to  the  second  son  being  made  tenant  in  tail,  the  testator, 
had  he  known  that  that  must  be  the  case,  would  only  have 
regretted,  that  all  the  sons  could  not  be  made  tenants  for 
life.    Sir  Afiikon/y  Hart,  V.  C,  observed,  that  the  words, 
"  closely  entailed,''  required  the  limitations  to  be  a«  strict  (u 
the  rules  of  the  law  would  permit ;  and  that  every  person  in 
esse  at  the  testator's  death,  must  take  a  Ufe^state^  and  no 
more ;  and  that,  if  diis  exposition  of  the  testator's  intention 
could  be  deemed  conjectural,  it  was  a  conjecture,  approach- 
ing more  nearly  to  a  rational  construction  of  intention,  than 
any  other  which  could  be  imputed.     His  honor,  therefore, 
thought,  that  the  limitations  imposed  on  T.  B.  and  his 
issue,  by  the  settlement  approved  by  the  master,  were  not 
more  strict  than  they  ought  to  be. 

A  case  very  nearly  similar  to  the  last  is  that  of  lord  Caseoflord 
Dorchester  v*  the  earl  of  Effingham^  («)  where  G.,  lord  D.,  earl  of 
having  settled  certain  estates  on  his  sons  who  were  living,  ^'V*^*** 
with  remainder,  to  their  first  and  other  sons,  in  tail,  and 
having  reserved  to  himself  a  power,  to  revoke  the  uses  of 
the  settlement,  and  appoint  new  uses,  by  his  will,  declared 
as  follows: — *^  All  my  landed  estates  to  be  attcLched  to  my 
title  ae  closely  as  possible;  all  the  timber,  wood,  and  trees, 
on  my  estate,  I  leave  to  my  executors,  in  trust,  to  increase 
my  landed  property ;  all  debts  due  to  me  from  government, 
and  aU  my  personal  property  not  otherwise  disposed  of,  I 
leave  to  my  executors,  in  trust,  to  increase  my  landed  pro- 
perty."    The  next  lord  D.,  who  was  grandson  of  the  tes- 
tator, filed  a  bill,  praying,  that  he  might  be  declared  to  be 
tenant  in  tail  of  the  settled  estates,  under  the  limitations  of 

(•)  10  Stm.  587,  588»  n. ;  3.  Beav.  180. 
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the  Mttkment  Sk  William  GratUf  M*  R«»  declazed,  that, 
b^.tibe  effed  of  the  teatalor's  will,  the  eitate^tail  of  the 
plaiotifl^  in  the  settled  estates,  and  the  estatea-tail  of  all  the 
mal^  issue  or-  other  desoepdants  of  the  testator.  In  eue  at  the 
tim^.of  the  iesMor^s  death,  -were  abridged  to  esiateifor  Ufa 
onig,  with,  remainders,  to  their  first  aod  other  sons,  in  tail- 
nialc^  in  strict  settlement ;  and  it  was,  alsoi  ordered,  that  the 
timber  on.  the  settled  estates  should  be  cut  and  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  land,  to  be 
settled  to  the  same  uses,  as  the  other  estates  were  settled  or 
sip)bject  to,  under  the  settlement,  and  according  to  the  effect 
and  <>per9ition,  bctfore  declared,  of  the  testator's  will;  and 
thp  ^residue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate  was  to  be  laid 
ov|th)  the  purchase  of  land,  to  be  settled  in  like  manner. 

These  cases  well  establish  the  distinction,  between  trosts 
executory  and  trusts  executed*  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
Courts  of  equity,  in  the  case  of  the  former,  to  give  efiiect  to 
the  intention  of  the  author  of  the  settlement,  by  limiting 
estates  and  interests,  as  strictly  as  possible,  in  conformity 
with  the  rules  of  law ;  although  there  be  no  express  reserva- 
tion, providing  for  a  due  observance,  in  the  execution  of  the 
trusts,  of  the  prescribed  limits  of  perpetuity,  nor  any  general 
reference  to  legal  rules,  such  as,  '*  as  far  as  the  rules  of  law 
amd  equity  wiU  permit." 

..Wherevex,  however,  it  can  be  ascertained,  that  the  direct 
and  avowed  object  of  a  testator  or  settlor  is,  the  creation  of 
a  i^mote  estate,  or  a  series  of  remote  estates,  which,  if 
executed  and  complete,  would  be  whoUy  void,  or  void  as  to 
all  but  the  interest  first  taking  effect,  it  may  be  laid  down, 
that  the  mere  circumstance,  of  the  directions  being  in  their 
nature  executory,  will  not  protect  them  £rom  the  operation 
of  the  Role  against  Perpetuities,  and  that  they  will  be  in 
the  same  predicament  with  express  estates,  or,  (to  observe 
technical  phraseology)  trusts  executed,  so  limited* 

The  records  of  judicial  decisions  do  not,  to  the  writer's 
knowledge,  present  any  such  case ;  and  it  is  not,  therefore. 
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pofinble,  to  define  any  specific  line  of  demarcationi  between 
trusts,  which  a  Coort  of  equity  would  deem  to  be  within 
the  scope  of  its  lefonning  or  pruning  procen,  and  such  as 
might  be  oonsideTedy  so  radically  tainted  by  remoteness,  as 
to  be  beyond  the  reach  of  core.  Peihap%  however,  a 
general  notion  may  be  entertained,  to  the  eflect,  that  the 
diq[)a6ition  of  a  Court  of  equity,  in  the  case  of  Trusts 
Executoiy,  is,  to  give  efiect  to  them,  if  any  reasonable  mode 
of  carrying  them  out,  compatible  with  the  apparent  design 
of  their  author,  c^  be  acted  upon ;  and,  in  the  words  of 
Sir  Anthony  Mart,  in  the  case  of  WooJmore  ▼•  Burrows,  it 
will  be  no  objection  to  any  such  mode,  that  its  accordance 
with  the  setdor's  or  testator's  meaning  is  conjectural,  if  it 
approaches  more  nearly  to  a  rational  construction  of  such 
intention,  than  any  other  which  could  be  imputed. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  with  reference  to  the  practice  of  Words,  «*ai 
Coorts  of  equity,  in  canyiog  out  Executory  setdements,  Uw*^;!!, 
that,  unless  the  limitations  in  question  be,  either,  in  their  not  sufficient  to 
form,  or,  according  to  the  apparent  intention  of  their  author,  '*"^"  ■  *"**' 

oxecu  iOft  y  • 

executory,  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  will  not  be  attracted, 
by  the  mere  insertion  in  the  gift,  of  the  phrase,  '^  so  far  as 
the  rules  of  law  and  equity  will  permit,"  or  the  like;(f) 
for,  although  those  words  show  an  intention,  not  to  con- 
travene legal  limits,  yet,  if  the  limitation  be  complete  in 
itseli^  it  must  be,  either,  wholly  good,  or,  wholly  void,  as  it 
originally  stands. 

Whenever  the 'Executory  Trusts  to  be  carried  out  are  Where  Tn»u 
limited  by  deed,  the  lives,  which  are  to  be  taken  as  the  creitodl^ 
basis  of  the  period  of  strict  settlement,  must  be  those  of  ^^'i|^^^ 
persons  living  at  the  date  of  the  deed  creating  the  trusts,  of  persons 

llTUIff  9X  its 

and  not,  of  persons  in  esse  at  the  execution  of  the  settle-  date, 
ment,  by  which  those  trusts  are  carried  into  efiect  {it)    The 
property  is,  in  £EK:t,  tied  up  from  the  date  of  the  imperfect  in- 

(<)  See    Kampf  ?.  Jones,  2  Keen,  («f)  See  Bankti  v.  baroness  Le 

756,  D€$pemoerf  stated  7  Jar.  210. 
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has^e  refereikce  toxacouBistaaoe^  as  th«y  eziit  at  that  dine. 

Trusts  for  It  next  occiinr  to  Botioe  a  spades  of  limitatioiiSy  which, 

propen^  be  ^  ^^^*HS  ^  ^^  eoLeeatoFy  chaiaoter,  daim  attention  in  thi» 

settWtoiises   blaoe,  )mt  which  dififer  fixim  the  olaaB  of  trusts  we  haTe  been 

of  existing  ^        ' 

settlement,       mnsidering,  in  that,  their  vaEdi^  h$B  been  oonstmed  to 

person  then  in 
ssion 
'restricted 


poesession        depend  on  the  eaume  ofeventi  subtequeni  to  Aeir  ereaUatu 

Deingre 
to  a  life 

interes^  with    £(jg  ^  yfj^  yemaindens,  in  stiict  settlement,  and  a  tern 
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or  trust  is  created  ferraising  money,  winch  is  to  be  applied 
in  the  purchase  of  real  estates ;  such  estates,  when  por- 
diased,  to  beoonveyed  to  the  use  of  ^A^jd^mh /or  the  time 
being  in  foeefeeion  of^  the  eeUledeetatee^  for  Ufe^  with  the 
usual  remainden^  in  strict  settlement  Here,  it  is  obnoos, 
that,  if  at  the  time  isS  the  purchase  and  settlement  of  the 
new  estates,  the  person,  in  possession  of  the  first  settled 
property,  should  be  one  not  bom  at  the  time  of  the  cresr 
tion  of  the  trust,  the  laws  of  peipetuity  would  be  vidated, 
by  a  conveyance  to  sueh  person,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to 
his  issue,  as  purchasers;  upon  the  same  principle,  as  that 
which  applies  to  appointments  in  pursuance  cf  particular 
Powers :  but,  if  the  tenant  then  in  possession  of  the  lands 
originally  settled  was  in  esse  at  the  date  of  the  settlemeot, 
then,  upon  the  like  principle,  there  is  no  objection  to  a  con- 
veyance of  the  newly-purchaoed  properly,  to  him,  for  life, 
with  remmnders,  in  strict  setdement,  to  his  issue.  Hie 
trust  is,  in  fi^ct,  regarded,  as  similar  to  a  power.  The 
power  is  not  void,  because  it  embraces  objects  not  neces- 
sarily restricted  to  the  perpetuity-boundaiy ;  a  precaution, 
jwhich,  it  is  loft  to  the  discretion  of  the  donee  of  the  power, 
to  provide,  by  a  due  observance  of  the  prescribed  limitB  in 
his  appointment :  and  so,  the  trust  for  settlement  of  fotnre 
property  is  not  necessarily  confined  to  an  ezecutioo,  in 
confonni^  to  the  laws  of  remoteness ;  but,  unless  the  coarse 
of  events  admits  of  such  an  execution,  the  whole  trust  will  fiuL 


The  cne (ti)  fiUcb  has  ffhrra  me  lo  lUs  nde  «i  ai  iU-  ^of 
low8:-^A  tesCatur  by  wiH  deviwd  ettatm  in  A.^  sulgeet  to  .sryddiAam. 
certainfernu^  tathe  us6  0fiik80ii|<8t  B»  &yfcr  iifey  "ki^  m 

rettMniidi»8»-  subject  to  a  limitition  to  tnttteeBy  io  fimeme 
contingent  rammnden^  to  tfaefint^aftd  other mnu  of  St;  B> 
&,  in  ttdl-male,  with  lemaindeis^  to  the  eUesl  and  odEier 
dao^^iteffB  of  St  B.  &,  in  tail-geaenl,  mdi  lemaisd/eHH 
over.  The  teetator  dien  devised  certahi  other  estates,  in 
D.  and  B.,  to  nsesi  in  fiivor  of  St.  B.  S.|  and  hit  laraeniale, 
attd^ny  other  issne  tnale  of  the  testator,  and  ertgectlherelOy 
as  to  a' j>ortion  of  soeh  estadee,  the  testoitor  diffected»  that 
bis  trustees  should  hold  the  same  fot  «c  temn'of  sixty  yeats, 
and  doring  die  said  term,  sbould  reufh^the'^nents  and 
profits  thereoiy  'and  should  grant  lesfifes  for  'lives,  until'they 
should '  htfre  tfaereby  leeeived  ithe  'siim  of  17^MJL ;  atkd 
the  testator  dedared,  tbat  the  tmsttes  sbotdd'  afpply*thes«Bi 
to  be  raised  by  diem,  as  fidlows:-^When  they  shotttd^btfue 
received  2600k,  to  lay  out  the  same,  tqgeliier  irith  eucb 
interest  as  they  should  have  made  thersfifom,  or  firom  any 
pert  thereof,  in  some  real*  estate,  in-  some  or  other  of  the 
paridiea  aferesaid,  and^  at  the^same  time,  to  settle  the  same 
eslate'so  pniehased^  up&n  mtehpenam,  f^ i^,  at  by  9wtM 
ofhi$  said  iriU^iould  then  be  ^  peeteerion  of  his  eekUee  at 
A,,  or,  i^  in  case  of  svflbiBiga  oommon leooveiy,  or  other- 
vrise,  bis  said  estaties  at  A.  should  be  in  other  hands,  then, 
on  such  person  as  vrould  (in  case  no  so6h  common  recovery 
had  been  suffered,  finr  the  disinherting-  of  such  person^) 
faave  been  in  poeseasion  of  the  same, -by  virtue  and  accord* 
ing  to  the  intent  of  his  ynS^  and  so,  ticofsk  time  to  dme,  as 
soon  and  as  often  as  the  further  sum-  of  2600/^  should  be 
raised,  as  thereinbefiire  directed,  (until  the  whole  smn  of 
17,500iL  should  be  so  raised)  should  lay  out  the  siune, 
together  with  its  several  iateresti^  as  therein  mentioned,  in 
some  or  one  of  the  parishes  aforesaid,  to  be  setded  an  ike 

(«)  Lord  TngcmwtU  y.  Sydenham,      235,  n. ;  Hargr.  Aocum.  95. 
3l>oir,ia4.  Aid  tee  Warm.  Wmf» 
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ifiVfr^pemf^MHfe,y^^  be  .(oi^wroidd  hue  been, 

m  caftanp^uoli  tomiQOQi«Gp«eiy,^o^eacb ofithe said tiiBff%> 
in  posaeeff^oi^  of  liw  said  .?8tatef(»  in»famuaooerrf  hb^  bm4 
iy]P,.vithiiuch  sfmai^dei«,itbat,<OD.^K&  cyf  tbe^s^ 
Gi^t^i[p^t9p.|he  wA  e6t|Ufvi,k>,be'eettled»  be  aoi  setded^  in 
piJU^uance  oC  that  of  biB  will,  a^  jb^  too&oHie  4he  (said 
esjt^e8»..8oloi3g,iut it  should  {Jj^aae  Gop^.mf  the  blood aaA 
D^e^oftbe^St^B^s,    .TheofoUovedafiutbertnial^fcrjr^ 
Uig  .another  aqn^  tOvb^rinveeted,  inlike^manaerydD  tbe 
]ffftfsbsfa^iqir^  estafeily  tobe  settled  to  similar  uses*    Sob* 
j^ti^  the. tenn,  the  estates. wcoe  limited  to  usest  in-slriet 
s^emenjU     The  testator^s .  ovij  son^  St  B«  8.y  bsn^iiiK' 
4iQd  without  isBiie  ,iiiale»  but  leayiDg .  issue  of  a  deceased 
daughter,  a  question  arose,  between  the  parties  entitled  to 
t|ie.  estates  in  .which  the  teem  was  created,  and  the  beir^- 
l^yir,  as  to  the  validity  of  4he  trusts  of  the  term,  alid'of  the 
directiooa  relating  to  the  settlement  of  tbe  estates  to  be 
pHP^hase^-  with  the  monies  raised  under  it;  tbe  fimner 
contcmdiug*  that  tbe  trustp^if  the  tarm  were  yoid,  as  tending 
to  a  perpetuilyp  and  that  it  must  sink  into  -the  inheritance^ 
t^  latter  insisting^  that  the  trusta  of  4ke  term  were  good^ 
^.fyx  as.ooncep^  the  raising  the  sums  mentioned  in*  die 
11^,  )^q^  had,  ^a&^m  the  testator^liad^dfaected  tbe^eeitle* 
i^ent  of  the  ^^states  jto4)^  pwrchasbd'^wiib  ^thdse^  sums,  iMh 
n^ycb  est.the  |imita|ipi|fi(  taibftiinsectfadtii^^udi- seCtteauaaat 
tf^^^,^ BWV^lNV*  'U imm'heaUBikmi, ^tlifl  tb^ per^ 
son,  entitled  in  possession  to  the  estates  ^at  A.^  at^the^  tine 
l^ted  fpr  tb^^gcoiwienoemmt  of  ithe.>tarBi^  (k^<  the  deddf ' 
of  St  B)  Si;  widibutlMketo^e,y^^  ^  child'  of  Vdbc^iaed 
daughter  pf  St  B.  S. ;  wbp,  was  a  person  unbimi  at  the 
4ei^b  pf  the  teatatoi,  and /was,  thtteferd^iHO^Me^f  talSn|^ 
a  life-estate  in  the  |>itfbha!)ed  probity,  witb  remfundeii^  to 
her  issue.    Itwiis  adjudged^  by  the  House  of  Lords,  (le^Mis- 
iug  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Exch^aer;)'*tlmt'the  irusts, 
declared  of  the  real  estates  directed  to  ,be  purchased  with 
the  sums  to  be  raised  under  the  letm,  were  too  remote  and 


voidf  flwii  dM  tilt  b^tilefit  of  tboee  trtiM  rMiIted  to  thi« 

keiMt^Itorof  the  CeBtaMr,  aft  lifidiij^cMd  of  b;f  thd'wiU.^^) 

BuC'tlMf  MpvMnow^f  'Lotdft'  lUdtiddh  and  .EJ^Ibn;'  itf 

ddrreridg  di6ir^(^itttoD8  oii't]»ft<oafte,  plakvl^  sbdw,  thatthd 

decinoti  (did  not  te^  <m  the  gibntid  of ''<  tiie  liitlitadoiis  of 

the  lands  «»:be  piUohaiiedbaitig  vtfid  inall  eteAter,"  biit; 

sinpljp,  that '^^  the  oMv^ancesofthelanH^to  be  purchased, 

weve^  n  oertaiA  erentcs  {which' had  happened)  what  Ae  law 

wdald  not  perfflit'to' take  Mfeetr^  those  exjIiMsibtis;  M  itei^ 

iodpHed,  Ant,  if  (be^ndb^  entil^ed  in  poaseseAon  to  the» 

estates  iorigimlly'setttad,  tttlfae^time  of  nusini^  the^money^ 

M  ^pefiedUo'tte  fl'peraeifl  4nl?)v^at'l!he  t^tete^'b  ddai^^^ 

ih^ttrmmBi  flv  layibg-'iem'tbe  tnoiN^y,  wotfld  hare  beeh 

Andy*  itt  confiirdit^  with  the  ^doetriM,  ^tfansT  constructively 
e8Dabl]ahed:by'diia  eaae)'it  should  seem,  ftat- every  kind  6f 
tEUstfcr  theietlkntentof  fiittffe  prbpertyrtobe  i^aRsed^dut 
of  the  produce  of  property  presently  s^tled,  which  do»es  not' 
ia  iaself  de6ne  the  peisons  to  take,  and  the  interests  to  be 
created^  bat  refens  to  the  pre-existini;  settlement  as  its  Som", 
^riill  be  good,  or  not,  in  event,  acconKng  as  the  refetential  limi- 
tations shall  or  shall  not  prove  to  be  such,  as  might  have  becti 
inserted  in  the  instrnmem  creating  &e  trust    Where  the 
limitatioiis  in  the  new  settlement  are  to  be  a  mere  counter" 
pari  or  irameript  of  those  in  the  original  one,  of  cont^, 
the  validity  or  invalidity  of  these  will  determine  the  vdidity 


(«)  Iil'refer«]ic#  to  the  decision  as      tlie  life-estate  is  given,  is  incapable  of 
to-^M  point.  Sir  Mdwafd  Sapdim  (m'     taking  it,  tlie  remainder  Is  instantly 


aryuemda,BengofifhY,Bdridfe,lBm.  aooeleniNL     Bui  if  the  particolar* 

2!it6,  22^9^  has  made  the  following  estate  is  yoid,  en  account  of  perpe. 

pert^ientollstftiaoAs: — ^"^  It  does  not  tmty,  there  is  no  acceleration;  and 

appear   ti>   have   ocevnedy  '10  »ihe  «vcn  Uiat  which  otherwise  wonM  he  ti 

learned  parsons  who  decided  that  caae,  good  remainder,   altogether  ceases, 

that  the  ^MkaCHqnence  of  illegality,  on  and   is   void.     It  woold,  therefore, 

aoeoQDt  oC  pcspelulty;  is  ^Bftrent,*  in  seem,  that  there  was  great  occasion  to 

afanoat  eirofy  r^qpset,  from  thai  of.  mppcft^that  the  decision  of  the  Cmict 

other    inmlUi   dispositions.     If    an  of  Exchequer  was  right.*' 
est4t«  Ibr  life  v$  given,  with  remain-  (w)  See  1  Jarm.  Wills,  235,  n. 

der-over^^  nnd  |he  person^  to  whom 


&0O'  EJLBt'UTOBT  *  -TClWffS.  [CHAiP; 

or  iiiTdi<}ilrjf!  eif  the  ^fimaer;  iSmtL  ia^  tbettipo  prapcrftidDB 
wilLbe  doorertiUe*  <  .,.,<> 

A  branch  of        Jtitomaui^.  to  dbsetvei  that  the  dodnbe  o£  ExMntoiy 

the  decision  m   .^  . 

A%^  y.  Afo^/  Traate  iipe»  iiot):prefeiit^  the.  adiy.iiiiteiieet  of  cfae^  «triot 
reference  to"^  Operation  and  efiect  of  Umitationa  uodeigmng  a  ooBStniclife 
ch^r^^^    chfiBgie^i  in  *order  to  pveelade^aay  objection  of  lemyteDM 

tb4C  mig^t  attach  to  tfaemin  their  "pre^t  chaiacten 

XhuB^in  a  iiFaU4aMMm  case^  («)  pvopert^  nttm  deviaed  to 
tniBteeB^'iiitEoat^ito^paif  tl^  lenta  and  pzofita  UmuiB  the 
8iippott4ind  maintyaanc^  of  the  oUld  and  childxen  of  &  ILi 
(a  peraont  jj»0tM).daiaig.iy8.ber  and  their  life  and  lives,  aod 
after  the  deomae  ofaudhichildren,  the  testator  deviaed  the 
eatete)  to  the  lawfol  isaiieof  aiioh  ehild  and  dbiidren  of  &  HL^ 
and  thieir  Jieiia^  aa  lenanta  in  common.  &  M.  had  ninei^il- 
dpan,  four  bom  in  the  iteatator's  Itfi^ime,  and  five  after  his 
decease.  It  was.  held,,  in  the  first  plaee»  that  the  trastaeB 
took  thie  legal  estate^  fer/thelivea  of  the'children  and  die 
life  of  ibe  ^Norvivoi^  and.  th«t»  tfaeiefiure)  the  liraitadons  to 
tfae-childiien  and  their  iBBue>oo«ild  not  coalesce,  ao  aa  to  give 
the  children  estatea^taiL  It  was^  however,  abo,  deoded^ 
that  a//  the  nine  ehUdren  took  equitable  inteteata  fi>v  their 
lives,  and  the  life  of  the  survivor  kjX  them,  and  tfaait,  on  the 
decease  of  the4iurvi¥0r  of  the  d^dren,  the  .property  would 
go  over  to  the  iuue  of  the  four  chiidtenqf  &  M.  bom  in  tk$ 
testatof^s  Ufetime,  by  purchase,  as  tenant^  in  common  in  fee ; 
thereby  giving  ethct  to  the  ulterior  limitaticm,  which,  ss  s 
remainder  to  the  issue  of  children  bom  and  unborn,  would 
have  been,  clearly,  too  remote.  The  Court,  in  fint,  read 
the  gift,  as  one,  simply,  to  die  issue  of  such  of  the  children 
as  should  be  bom  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  and  as 
could,  therefore,  take  lifeHnterests,  with  remainders  to  their 
issue.  The  case,  consequently,  forms  no  authority  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  doctrine,  formerly  stated,  that,  where  property 
is  limited  to  a  dass  of  persons,  the  limitation  must  be  good 

(or)  Mogff  V.  Mofffft  1  Mer.  654. 
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or  faady  as  a  whole,  and  cannot  be  flUbrtantiated,  as^  lo  a 
portion  of  the  objects^  and  rejected,  as  to  the  rest  It  must^- 
nevertheless,  be  admitted,  that  this  deeision  is  an  estrettie  ^ 

ooe,  and  that  the  greatest  caudon  is  requisite  in  its  pcaotical 
application. 

Id  amfirmation  of  this  latter  yiew,  the  Tvriter  eameatly 

invites  attention  to  the  fidlowing  just  obeeirations  of  Mr. . 

Jarman: — **Ab  it  is  dear,"  says  that  learned  authoi^(y) 

^beyond  dispute,  that,  upon  the  ordinaiy  rules  of  construe-' 

tion,  the  devise  to  the  issue  would  have  included,  not  only 

those  living  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  but,  also,  those  tako 

should  be  bom  during  the  continuance  of  the  particular''eetatej 

the  departure  firom  this  construction,  by  narrowing  the  range 

of  objects,  in  order  to  bring  the  devise  within  the  legal  limit^ 

goes  to  establish  a  principle  of  very  great  impcNrtance,  and 

entitles  this  branch  of  the  case  of  Mogg  v.  Mogg^  to  parti* 

cular  attention.    It  certainly  deah  more  Kberalig  with  the 

testatof^s  diepoeition  than  eome  judges  haae  oonoeieed  them^^ 

sehet  at  libertg  to  do,  and  we  are,  therefbre,  the  more  sur^ 

prised,  that  the  point  should  have  paased  sub  eilentioy  in  the 

aigament  of  the  case  at  the  Rolls,  prior  to  the  confirmation 

of  the  certificate,  notwithstanding  the  novelty  and  boldnese  of 

the  conHruetionf  and  the  ample  and  able  dieousiion  given  to 

the  other  parts  of  the  caee? 

(y)  1  Jarm.  Pow.  Dev.  41 4,  n. 
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CHAPTER  XXVra. 

OF   THE  RULE  AGAINST  PERPBTUrriES,  AS  IT  AFFECTS  TRUSTS 

FOR  ACCUMULATION  OF  INCOME. 


Limits  to 
cnmuUtion  and 
vetting  of 
future  estates, 
formerly  the 


AUowed 
period  ofi 
Bolation  now 


With  the  general  subject  of  the  accumalation  of  annual 
income,  it  has  before  been  remarked,  this  Treatise  has  no 
immediate  connexion.  But  there  are  certwi  Trasts  of 
accumulation,  within  the  operation  of  the  Rule  against 
Perpetuities,  which,  it  would  not  be  consistent  with  the 
desired  completeness  of  our  disquisitions,  to  leave  entirely 
unnoticed 

It  must  be  observed,  then,  that  the  limits  to  the  occtrmif- 
lation  of  annual  income,  and  the  creation  of  Juture  estates 
and  interests  in  property,  were,  until  the  commencement  of 
the  present  century,  the  same :  that  which  was  too  remote  a 
period,  for  the  suspension  of  the  acquisition  of  full  power 
over  the  corpus  of  property,  was,  likewise,  too  remote,  for 
the  accumulation  (and  consequent  deprivation  of  the  bene- 
ficial enjoyment)  of  the  accruing  profits.  («)  And  the 
results  of  remoteness  attaching  to  a  trust  or  direction  for 
accumulation  were,  also,  the  same  with  those  ensuing  from 
the  remoteness  of  Executory  limitations :  the  trust  or  diiec- 
tion  was  wholly  avoided ;  and  it  could  not  be  substantiated, 
in  part,  and  be  deemed  bad,  only  for  the  excess. 

By  the  39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  98,  however,  the  legal  period  for 
trusts  of  accumulation  was  restricted  to  narrower  limits;  and  a 


(t)  See  I  Jtrm.  Wills,  264;   2  PKst.  Abst.  175^  178)  Hsrgr.  A 
20,  61. 
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discretion  allowed^  of  selecting  from  among  various  terms  or  regulated  by 

computations  of  time  specified  in  the  act,  but  none  of  3^  e.  98.   ^* 

which  equalled  the  prescribed  limits  of  perpetuity.     The 

act,  however^  was  not  extended  to  provisions  for  payment 

of  debtSy  nor  to  provisions  for  raising  portions  for  the  children 

of  a  settlor  or  devisor,  or  of  any  person  taking  an  interest 

under  the  settlement  or  ^11  creating  the  trust  of  accumula- 

tioD,  nor  to  directions  touching  the  produce  of  timber  or 

wood  upon  lands. 

Upon  this  act,  it  was  afterwards  adjudged,  that  trusts  for  Tnjsujf^^^ 
accumuUtion,  tran^ressing  the  limits  prescribed  by  the  g^d^^o^^ 
act,  were  not  wholly  void,  but  were  good  for  the  al)gwed  *^^^^^^ 
period ;  (a)  a  rule  of  construction  entirely  novel  in  tjie  ^»thin  perpe- 
decision  of  questions,  as  to  the  remoteness  of  provisions  boandary. 
suspending  the  present  enjoyment  of  property. 

The  act,  however,  being  one  of  a  restraining  force,  it  Butifdirec 
was  evident,  that  it  could  not  affect,  or  give  any  increased  accumulation 
efficiency  to,  trusts  of  accumulation,  expressly  or  possibly,  ««*fn^^ 
extending  over  a  longer  period  than  that  allowed  by  law  for  Hmiu  of 
the  limitation  of  future  estates,  (b)     The  act  could  only  they  are 
apply  to  provisions  for  accumulation,  valid  independently  of  ''^^"^  ^^^^ 
it :  which  was  not  the  case  with  respect  to  trusts,  exceeding 
or  not  confined  to  the  period  of  remoteness  prescribed  by 
the  perpetuity-rule.    As  to  such  trusts,  therefore,  as,  alsp, 
with  respect  to  the. particular  provisions  for  accumulation 
specially  exempted  fi-om  the  operation  of  the  act,  the  Rp}e 
against  Perpetuities  is  still  applicable*  (c)     Consequently, 
strange  as  it  may  seem,  a  trust  of  accumulation  may  vei:ge 
on  the  very  outside  of  the  allowed  limits  of  perpetuity,  and, 
yet,  be  void  only  for  the  actual  excess  beyond  the  absolute 
period  authorized  by  the  act;  while,  if  it,  in  any  degree, 
however  insignificant,  transgress  the  .boundary  of  remote- 
ness, or^  if  it  be  so  fi-amed,  as  that  it  may  possibly  trani^^ss 

(a)  1  Jarm.  Wills,  269.    2  Preat.  (c)  2  Prwt.  Abrt.  183.     1  Jarm. 

Abst.  183.  Pow.  DeT.  417.    Hargr.  Accum.  91, 

(6)  See  Hargr.  Accam.  91.  110. 

Q  Q 
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such  boundary,  it  will  wholly  fisdl,  without  legaid  to  the 
actual  course  of  events. 
CMeoflord  Thus,  in  the  well-known  case  of  lord  Southampton  v- 

^^T"""  marquis  of  Hertford, (rf)  estates  were  conveyed  to  trustees, 
Hertford,  j^  gtrjct  settlement,  subject  to  a  term,  which  was  declared 
to  be  limited  upon  trust,  that,  during  the  minority  rf  any 
person,  who  for  the  time  being  should,  by  virtue  of  the  fiwt- 
tations  in  the  settlement,  be  immediate  tenant  for  Ufe,  in  tail- 
mah,  or  in  tail,  in  possession,  oi,  or  actually  entitled  to,  the 
rents  of  the  settled  estates,  the  trustees  should  receive  the 
rents,  and  invest  the  same,  so  that  the  interest  anddimdends 
might  accumulate  during  such  minority  or  minorities;  and 
that  the  trustees  might  stand  possessed  of  the  accumulatioos, 
in  trust  for  the  person  or  persons,  who,  upon  the  expiration 
of  the  minority,  or  respective  minorities,  or  the  death  or 
deaths  of  the  minor  or  minont,  should  be  entitled  to  the 
rents,  and  be  of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  Here,  it 
will  be  perceived,  there  might  have  been  several  consecutive 
minorities  of  persons  succeeding  to  an  estate-tail,  during 
which,  the  trust  of  accumulation  in  question  would  operate, 
but  which,  nevertheless,  might  run  through  a  period  fiir 
exceeding  the  allowed  limits  of  perpetuity.  It  was,  there- 
fore, held,  that  the  provision  for  accumulation  was  void ;  it  not 
being  open  to  the  Court,  to  model  the  trast,  and  make  it 
good  in  the  extent  to  which  it  mi^t  have  been  well  carried 
on  in  its  creation. 

So,  also,  in  the  case  of  Marshall  v.  HoUoway,  (0)  a  testa- 
tor devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  and  personal  estates, 
to  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  convert  his  personal  estate  into 
money,  and,  after  payment  of  his  debts  and  l^acies,  to  oc- 
cumulate  the  surplus  monies  arising  fit>m  the  testator^s  per- 
sonal estate,  as  and  when  and  during  all  such  times,  as  my 
person  or  persons  beneficially  interested  in  any  real  and  per- 
sonal estate,  under  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared  thereof 


Ctseof 
Marshall  T. 
HoUowag. 


id)  2  V.  &  B.  64. 


(e)  2  Swwtt  432. 
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should  be  under  the  age  of  tweniy^one  yearSf  adding  all  such 
investments  to  the  testator's  personal  estate,  in  order  to  ac- 
cumulate the  same ;  and  then  followed,  dispositions  of  the 
testator's  real  and  personal  estates,  in  fiivor  of  several  per- 
sons, and  their  respective  issue,  successively.  Lord  Eldon 
beld,  that  the  trust  for  accumulation  was  bad,  because  it 
might  last  for  ages,  and  that  the  gift  of  the  property  took 
effect  exempt  fix)m  the  trust* 

In  Palmer  v.  Holford,  (/)  stock  was  bequeathed  to  trustees,  Cwe  of  Jb&Mr 
upon  trust,  to  raise  an  accumulated  fund^  and  to  assign  and 
transfer  such  accumulated  fund,  unto  the  children  of  the 
testatoT^s  son,  C.  J.  H.,  who  should  be  living  at  the  end  of 
twenty^eight  years^  to  be  computed  jBrom  the  testator's 
decease,  other  than  an  eldest  or  only  son.  It  was  held,  by 
Sir  /.  Leaehf  that  the  trust  for  accumulation  was  altogether 
void,  and  that  the  limitation  of  the  stock  and  accumulated 
fund  also  fidled,  as  the  objects  would  not  necessarily  be  such 
as  were  capable  within  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities. 

In  Fawdry  v.  Oeddet,  (g)  also,  a  testatrix  bequeathed  the  Case  of 
produce  of  her  reedduaiy  estate,  in  trust  for  her  four  sisters,  q^^,  ^' 
for  their  lives,  and  directed,  that,  on  their  decease,  the  in- 
terest of  their  respective  shares  should,  at  the  discretion  of 
the  executors,  be  applied  in  the  maintenance,  or  accumulate 
for  the  benefits  of  the  children  of  each  of  the  sisters  so 
dving,  unM  they  ehould  severally  attain  the  age  of  twenty^ 
two  years  ;  and  upon  the  said  children  attaining  their  res- 
pective ages  of  twenty-two  yeare,  they  to  be  entitled  to  their 
mother^s  share  of  the  principal;  with  limitations-over,  in  the 
event  of  their  deaths  under  twenty-two.     Sir  /.  Leachy  M. 
R.,  held,  that  the  vesting  of  the  children's  interests  was 
postponed  to  their  age  of  twenty-two,  and  that  the  bequest 
extended  to  all  the  children,  bom  before  or  after  the  death 
of  the  testatrix ;  and,  consequently,  that  the  trust  for  the 
children  was  too  remote  and  void,  and,  with  it,  also,  the 
directioTi  for  accumulation. 

(/  )  4  Rois.  403.  (g)  1  Ran.  &  My.  203. 

QQ2 
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Case  of  Curh't 
T.  LfMn, 


Case  of 
Griffith  y. 
Blunt 


E  fleet  of 
remoteness  in 
trnst  of 
accumulation 
upon  limitv 
tionsof 


And,  again,  the  same  rule  was  acted  on  in  the  case  of 
Curtis  V.  Lukifit  {h)  where  a  testator  bequeathed  leasehold 
property,  to  trustees,  upon  trust,  to  invest,  and  accwkuiaU 
the  rents,  until  the  leasee  of  certain  other  propertjf  bequeathed 
by  the  will,  and  the  terms  wherein  had  upwards  of  sixty 
years  to  run,  had  nearly  expired;  and,  then,  upon  trust,  to 
apply  a  competent  part  of  such  accumulations,  in  the  re- 
newal of  the  leases  secondly  mentioned,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  persons  to  whom  the  testator  had  given  the  same.  Here, 
the  trust  of  accumulation  was  to  endure  for  a  period,  not,  of  a 
certainty,  confined  to  the  legal  limits  of  perpetuity,  and  was, 
therefore,  wholly  void:  and,  accordingly,  a  bill,  praying 
that  the  trustees  should  be  declared  responsible  for  the  (iind 
which  might  have  been  realized  by  the  accumulation  of  the 
rents,  and  an  appropriation  of  such  fund,  towards  the  re* 
newal  of  the  leases  intended  to  be  benefited  by  it,  was  dis* 
missed,  with  costs* 

And,  once  more,  in  the  late  case  of  Griffith  y.  BhrnU  (i) 
there  was  a  bequest  to  trustees,  in  trust,  to  aceumsdate  ike 
income,  for  all  and  every  the  children  and  child  of  T.  R.  D. 
and  C«  J.  D.,  equally,  the  share  or  shares  of  such  of  them 
as  should  be  a  soa  or  sons,  to  be  an  interest  or  interests 
vested  in  him  or  them  at  his  or  their  age  or  respective  ages 
of  twenty  "five  years,  and  the  share  or  shares  of  such  of  them 
as  should  be  a  daughter  or  daughters,  to  be  an  interest  or 
interests  vested  in  her  or  them  at  her  or  their  age  or  respec- 
tive ages  of  twenty-five  years,  or  day  or  respective  days  of 
marriage ;  and  it  was  held,  that  the  g;ifi;  (including,  therefore, 
the  trust  for  accumulation,  of  which,  indeed,  the  gift  alone 
consisted,)  was  altogether  void,  as  too  remote. 

The  effect  of  remoteness  in  a  trust  of  accumulaticHi,  upon 
the  limitations  of  the  property,  the  income  of  which  is  to  be 
accumulated,  depends  upon  the  general  character  of  the  dis- 
positions, as,  either,  made  subject  to  a  void  direction  for  ac- 


(A)  Reported  in  6  Jur^  721. 


(0  4  BeaT.  252. 
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camulation  substantiyely  and  independently  engrafted  upon  property 
them,  or,  as  limited  to  take  effect  after  the  termination  of 
the  prescribed  period  of  accumulation,  and  (ml  of  the  accu- 
mulated fund,  as  part  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  gift :  but, 
into  these  points,  it  is  not  in  order,  here  to  enter,  as  they 
will  more  properly  occur  for  consideration,  when  the  general 
subject,  of  the  consequences  of  limitations  being  void  for 
remoteness,  is  discoursed  upon,  (i) 

(A)  r%i»  imfia,  cb.  91. 
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CHAPTER  XXIX. 


The  doubt  u 
to  the  u>p 
bility  01  the 
laws  agunst 
remoteness  to 
Common  law 
Interests. 


OF  THE  RULE  AGAINST  FEBPBTUmEBy  AS  IT  AFFECTS  THE 
GRANT  AND  RESERVATION  OF  RENTS,  GONDITIONB,  RIOHTB 
OF  ENTRY,  INTERBSSE  TBRBONI,  EASEMENTS,  AND  OTHER 
CX>MMON  LAW  INTERBST& 

It  may  seem  matter  for  surprise,  that,  at  this  advanced 
period  of  our  jurisprudence,  there  should  exist  rights  in  pro- 
perty of  any  magnitude  or  Importance,  with  reference  to 
which,  the  operation  of  the  laws  agunst  remoteness  is  in- 
volved in  uncertainty,  and  even  their  applicability  considered 
debateable.  Such,  however,  is  the  case :  and  the  feet  is  not 
the  less  remarkable,  from  the  circumstance,  that  the  origin 
of  the  rights  in  question  is  coeval  with  the  earliest  periods 
of  our  legal  history,  and  that  they  were  known  to  those 
who  laid  the  very  foundations  of  our  jurisprudeatial  systeoL 

The  estates  and  interests  alluded  to  are  those  which  were, 
peculiarly,  the  creatures  of  the  Common  law,  and  still 
remain  subjects  of  which  its  Courts  take  principal  cpgni- 
SEance ;  such,  for  instance,  as  rents,  rights  of  entry,  condi* 
tions,  the  interesse  terminh  rights  of  way,  water,  and  light, 
and  the  like.  These  all  were  rights  in  property,  sanctioned 
and  protected  long  previously  to  the  invention  of  those  modi- 
fications of  ownership  and  modes  of  settlement,  with  which 
the  greater  portion  of  this  Treatise  has  been  so  femiliar. 

And,  as  it  is  clear,  that  the  doctrines  of  law,  limiting  the 
extent  of  Perpetuities,  in  the  first  place  arose  with  referenoe 
to  the  estates  and  interests  constructed  under  the  opersdoD 
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of  the  Statutes  of  Uses  and  Wills,  and  that,  to  that  circum- 
stance, it  b  owing,  that  the  law  of  Perpetuity  has  been  so 
little  discussed  in  respect  to  estates  and  interests  arising  by 
other  means,  (2)  so,  it  is  certain,  that  many  of  the  objects 
and  provisions,  formerly  effected  by  the  creation  and  limita* 
tion  of  the  Common  law  rights  above-mentioned,  are  now 
frequently  carried  out  by  means  of  the  modem  schemes  of 
disposition,  which  are  recommended  by  their  superior 
aptitude  and  facility  of  adaptation. 

But,  still,  the  question,  as  to  the  applicability  of  the  laws 
agsuDst  remoteness  to  rights  and  interests  at  Common  law, 
is  of  more  than  speculative  importance ;  and  it  becomes 
necessary,' to  determine  this  point  upon  settled  principles  of 
law,  with  the  aid  of  whatever  of  authority  our  judicial 
records  and  authoritative  legal  commentaries  may  afford. 

In  the  first  place,  then,  it  may  be  observed,  that,  strictly  Some  of  these 
speakings  some  of  these  rights  may  themselves  be  considered  their  own 
as  burthens  impeding  the  fiee  circulation  of  landed  pro-  ute^free^*^^ 
perty,  and  as,  therefore,  in  their  own  nature,  (without  refe-  adulation  of 

■^      •'  ^  property:  hut 

reuce  to  the  mode  and  circumstances  of  their  limitation,)  legi^  sane 
exposed  to  objection,  (m)     Such,  for  example,  are  rights  of  uoobjectioo- 
way,  light,  and  water,  and,  even,  rents.    But,  this  is  a  view,  *^®' 
at  the  least,  extravagant,  and,  certainly,  incapable  of  being 
practically  supported;  finr  these  rights  are  recognised  by 
law,  as  a  substantive  species  of  proper^,  differing  only  from 
land,  in  that  it  is  incorporeal,  but,  with  land,  capable  of 
being  made  the  subject  of  sale,  transfer,  settlement,  and  all 
other  legal  modes  of  disposition,  and  embraced,  too,  as  an 
independent  object  of  all  the  laws  which  have  been  esta- 
blished to  regulate  rights  in  property.   From  the  very  nature 
of  the  caee,  the  corporeal  property  in  question  is  clogged^ 
when  subjected  to  these  rights,  and  its  value  may,  therefore, 
be  pruportLonably  decreased,  but  its  alienability  is  unaffected, 
and  its  aptness  for  commercial  dealing  remains. 

(O  3  Re.  Pr.  Com.  Rep.  31.  (w)  See  3  Ro.  Pr.  Com.  Rop.  51. 
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Rents,  &C.,  The  first  thing  to  be  observedj  in  reference  to  the  ques- 

to  TOmmei^e^    ^^^  of  ^c  possible  remoteness  of  the  Common  law  rights 
tnfuturo.  under  consideration,  is,  that,  when  granted  de  novo,  they 

may  be  limited  to  commence  in  futura.  (»)  The  grounds  of 
the  Common  law  prohibition,  against  limiting  an  estate  of 
freehold  to  commence  infuiuro,  have  no  applicability  what- 
ever to  rents  and  other  like  interests.  Thus,  it  has  been 
well  said :  (o)  — ^^  If  an  original  grant  be  made  of  a  rent, 
to  commence  after  the  death  of  J.  S*,  it  is  good :  for  this  is 
not  like  the  case  of  lands,  where  the  livery  must  cany  the 
freehold  immediately,  and  where  the  abeyance,  for  want 
of  distinguishing  where  the  freehold  is,  may  be  of  prejudice 
to  the  rights  of  others ;  for  if  the  freehold  was  to  be  gianted 
fft  future,  and  a  man  had  brought  his  praecipe  agunst 
the  grantor,  after  he  had  proceeded  in  it  a  considerable 
time,  the  writ  might  abate  by  the  freehold's  vesting  in  a 
stranger,  by  reason  of  a  conveyance  made  by  the  grantor, 
before  tlie  writ  brought  But  the  grant  of  a  rent  de  novo 
is  not  attended  with  the  like  inconveniency ;  for  no  man 
can  have  a  precedent  right  to  a  thing  which  is  originally 
created  by  the  grant  itself." 

This  rule  is  equally  applicable  to  limitations  of  the  inte^ 
resse  termini,  and  to  grants  and  reservations  of  conditions, 
easements,  and  other  incorporeal  hereditaments,  (p) 

The  validity,  then,  of  rents,  and  other  similar  interests, 
limited  to  commence  in  futuro,  being  established,  it  is 
obvious,  that  they  must  have  a  tendency  to  remoteness,  un- 
less there  are  rules  of  the  Common  law  applicable  to  them, 
which  preclude  their  taking  effect  in  contravention  of  the 
limits  of  perpetuity ;  unless,  in  fact,  it  can  be  said,  to  be 
impossible  to  put  a  case  of  a  Common  law  conveyance  or 
grant,  calculated  to  operate  as  a  fraud  on  the  Rule  against 
Perpetuities,  which  would  not  be  met  in  limine,  and  ren- 


(n)  1    Prest.   Ettates,  216,  247,  (o)  Gilb.  Rents,  59. 

250.  3  Prcst,  Abtt,  4S.  F.  C.  B.529.         (p)  2  Prast  Al»t.  146 ;  3  ih.  4S. 
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dered  void,  by  one  or  other  of  the  rules  of  the  ancient 
Common  law. 
One  of  these  rules  which  mieht,  probably,  be  deemed  a  Of  theCom- 

^    ^  ^      ^       •' '  mon  law  rule 

preservative  against  undue  remoteness  in  rents  and  other  against  a 
like  interests,  was  that  which  disallowed  limitations  of  fiiture  ^poMibStyr*" 
esUtes  upon  double  possibilities,  or,  as  it  was  technically 
termed,  on  a  possibility  upon  a  possibility.     Thus,  it  was 
said: — (g)*^If  a  man  gives  lands,  to  two  men  and  one 
woman,  and  the  heirs  of  their  three  bodies  begotten,  in  this 
case,  they  have  several  inheritances ;  for,  albeit  it  may  be 
said,  that  the  woman  may,  by  possibility,  marry  both  the 
men,  one  after  another ;  yet,  first,  she  camiot  marry  them 
both  in  prcBientiy  and  the  law  will  never  intend  a  possibility 
upon  a  possibility,  as,  first  to  marry  the  one,  and,  then,  to 
marry  the  other."    And,  so  again,  it  was  laid  down,  (r)  that, 
''if  a  lease  be  made,  for  life,  the  remainder,  to  the  right  helre 
of  J.  S.,  this  is  good,  for,  by  common  possibility,  J.  S.  may 
die  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life,  but,  if,  at  the  time 
of  the  limitation,  there  be  no  such  person  as  J.  S.,  but  not- 
withstanding, during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life,  J.  S.  is 
bom  and  dieth,  his  heirs  shall  never  take."  And  in  reference 
to  this  last  case,  Mr.  Fearne  observes :  {$) — ^*  The  possibility, 
on  which  the  limitation  is  to  take  effect,  is  too  remote,  for  it 
amounts  to  the  concurrence  of  two  several  contingencies, 
not  independent  and  collateral,  but  the  one  requiring  the 
previous   existence  of  the  other,  and  yet,  not  necessarily 
arising  out  of  it,  fAz.,  first,  that  such  a  person  as  J.  S. 
should  be  bom,  which  is  very  uncertain,  and,  secondly, 
that  he  should  die   during  the  particular-estate,  which  is 
another  uncertainty  engrafted  upon  the  former."    And  the 
same  doctrine,  as  to  the  invalidity  of  future  estates  depend- 
ing on  a  double  possibility,  has  been,  also,  advanced,  or 
referred  to  as  operative,  by  other  vnritcrs.  {t) 

(g)  Co.  Litt.  184  a.    And  see  ib.      3]  b. 
\b  b.  (f)  C.  R.  251. 

(r)  2  H«p.  51  b.  And  lee  10  Rep.  {t)  2  Bl.  Ck>m.   169»  170.     1  Sug. 
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Nfttareof  this  This  doctrine  had  reference,  chiefly,  to  remainders,  but 
its  present  was,  doubtless,  equally  applicable  to  rents  and  other  in- 
weigfat  corporeal  rights,  commencing  in  fuJturo.    It,  clearly,  had 

no  connexion  with  the  modem  law  of  perpetuity,  nnce,  in 
all  the  cases  by  which  lord  Coke  illustrates  its  operation, 
in  reference  to  remainders,  the  event  or  posribili^,  whether 
common  or  double,  must  have  happened  previous  to  the 
determination  of  the  particular-estate,  (in  those  times 
always  limited  to  a  person  in  e»e^  or  the  remainder  could 
not  have  taken  effect.  But,  it  is  plain,  that  this  doctrine 
never  could  wholly  preclude  questions  as  to  remotenesB, 
seeing  that  many  cases  might  be  put,  of  limitations,  void 
under  the  law  of  perpetuity,  which  would,  nevertheless,  be 
free  from  the  objection  of  depending  upon  adouble  possibility. 
E.  O.f  a  grant  of  a  rent,  at  the  expiration  of  forty  years,  to 
A.,  and  his  heirs,  would,  clearly,  be  good,  so  fiur  as  respects 
the  doctrine  in  question,  while  there  can  be  as  little  doubt, 
that,  (unless  antecedently  found  void  upon  other  grounds,) 
it  contravenes  the  modem  Rule  against  Perpetiiitiets. 

Independently  of  these  considerations,  it  is  to  be  noted, 
that  lord  Nottingham  observed,  (u)  that  there  might  be  a 
possibility  upon  a  possibili^,  and  a  contingency  upon  a 
contingency,  was  neither  unnatural  nor  absurd  in  itself  and 
that  he  had  known  that  rale  often  denied  in  Westminster 
Hall.  And,  so,  Mr.  Butler  remarked,  (v)  the  expression  of 
a  possibility  upon  a  possibility  must  not  be  understood  in 
too  large  a  sense,  for  that  a  remainder,  to  the  son  of  A.  who 
first  or  alone  shall  attain  twenty-one,  was  so  fiur  a  possibility 
on  a  possibility,  as  it  depended  for  its  efiect  on  the  hsppen- 
ing  of  two  possible  events ;  that  A.  should  have  an  eldest 
or  only  son,  and  that  such  son  should  attain  twenty-one ; 
but  that  the  validity  of  such  a  remainder  wasi,  nevertheless, 
unquestionable.     And,  again,  the  Real  Properly  Commii' 

Pow.  493,  494.     Raod   Perp.    102.  (»)  See'S  Re.  P^.  Coou  Bcp.  29. 

Cru.  Dig.  Tit.  xvi.,  c.  2,  ss.  4,. 8.  (d)  Note  to F.  C.  R.  251. 

2  Harg.  Jurid.  Arg.  46. 
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sianersf  (i>v)  after  quoting  the  sentiment  of  lord  Nottingham^ 
to  the  effect  above-mentioned^  observed,  that  modem  deter- 
minations   had    established    his  lordship's  opinioiL    Mr. 
PreMiont  again,  (tr)  has  ably  shown,  that  the  cases,  by  which 
lord  Coke  illustrates  the  doctrine  under  consideration,  may 
be  easily  accounted  for,  on  principles  of  law,  without  resort- 
ing to  the  quaint  and  unintelligible  terms  of  a  possibility  on 
a  posrability ;  and  that  they  must  be  understood  as  confined 
to  instances,  in  which  the  future  estate  is  void,  either,  from 
the  nncertainty  of  the  person  who  is  take,  or,  from  the  gift 
being  to  persons  particularly  designated,  whUe,  in  point  of 
fiu^t,  there  is  not  any  individual  answering  that  description. 
This  doctrine,  then,  while  it  embraced  many  limitations 
of  future  estates  that  would  have  been  equally  void  under 
the  modem  perpetuity-role,  and  also  some  that  would  have 
been  not  so,  yet  fidled  to  meet  others,  which  are  clearly 
condemned  by  the  latter,  and,  therefore,  afforded  no  guar- 
antee against  uodue  remoteness  in  Common  law  estates. 
At  the  same  time,  however,  its  effect,  tmquestionably,  was, 
to  deter  donors  and  settlors  from  the  grant  and  reservation 
of  future  rights,  of  a  remote  character,  on  account  of  the 
indefinite  nature  and  oblique  operation  of  the  doctrine,  and 
the  cooaequent  uncertainty,  as  to  how  fiur  the  dispositions 
in  queation  might  be  affected  by  it 

A  more  important  argument  which  may,  perhaps,  be  Whether  tho 
uiged  against  the  applicability  of  the  laws  of  remoteness  to  permitted  the 
grants  of  rents  and  other  Common  law  interests,  is,  that  f^\of  rents, 
there  are  grounds  for  supposing,  they  cannot  be  limited  nnbom. 
or  reserved  to  penons  unborn.    This,  clearly,  would  go  far 
towards  determining  all  controversy  on  the  subject,  suppos- 
ing the  authorities,  capable  of  being  adduced  in  its  support, 
^nSX  bear  the  construction,  necessary  to  be  put  upon  them 
in  order  to  establidi  the  doctrine  in  question.    This,  how- 
ever, it  b  ccmfidently  presumed,  will  be  found,  upon  exami- 
nation, not.  to  be  the  case. 

(00)  3  Rep.  39.  (10)  1  Emy  on  Abet.  12S,  129. 
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It  is  laid  down  by  Littleton^  (x) — **  No  rent  (which  is  pro- 
perly said  a  rent)  may  be  reserved  upon  a  feofiment,  giA^ 
or  lease,  but  only  to  the  feoffor,  or  to  the  donor,  or  to  the 
lessor,  or  to  their  heirs,  and  in  no  manner,  it  may  be 
reserved  to  any  strange  person.  But  if  two  joint-tenants 
make  a  lease,  by  deed  indented,  reserving  to  one  of  them, 
a  certain  yearly  rent,  this  is  good  enough  to  him  to  whom 
the  rent  is  reserved,  for  that  he  is  privy  to  the  lease,  and 
not  a  stranger  to  the  lease,"  &c.  And,  again, — **  No  entry 
nor  re-entry  may  be  reserved  or  given  to  any  person,  but 
only  to  the  feoffor,  or  to  the  donor,  or  to  the  lessor,  or  to 
their  heirs :  and  such  re-entry  cannot  be  given  to  any  other 
person." 

From  these  passages,  it  may,  possibly,  be  inferred,  that 
rents  cannot  be  reserved,  except  to  a  person  in  esse  at  the 
time  of  the  reservation:  and  it  may,  perhaps,  further,  be 
siud,  that  grants  of  rents  de  novo  are  bound  by  the  same 
rules.  Both  these  inferences,  however,  seem  open  to  just 
exception. 

In  the  first  place,  what  is  the  case  to  which  LiUkUnCs 
rules  have  reference?  Let  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert  sup- 
ply the  answer.  After  quoting  the  first  of  the  above  ex- 
tracts firom  LittleUmy  that  learned  writer  says :  (y) — **  And 
the  reason  of  the  rule  is  this ;  because  the  rent  is  sometking 
paid  by  way  of  retribution  for  ike  land ;  and,  therefore, 
ought  to  be  made  to  him  from  whom  the  land  passes*'*  And, 
so,  Mr.  Butler,  in  his  note  to  the  passage  in  Littleton, 
remarks,  in  nearly  the  same  terms,  (z) — **  The  principle 
which  gave  rise  to  this  rule,  is,  that  rent  is  considered  as  a 
retribution  for  the  land,  and  is,  therefore,  payable  to  those 
who  would  otherwise  have  had  the  land."  The  rule  in 
question,  then,  clearly,  has  reference  only  to  the  reservation 
of  rents,  on  feoffments  and  conveyances  in  fee,  or  leases  fer 
lives  or  years :  it,  in  fact,  lays  down  a  principle  whidi  is  of 

(jt)  S.  346.  (z)  Note  to  Go.  latt.  214  «. 

(y)  Treatise  on  Bents,  54. 
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the  essence  of  a  Reservation ;  and  has  no  connexion  with 
any  question,  as  to  the  person  to  whom  the  rent  is  reserved 
being  bom  or  unborn. 

And,  then,  as  to  any  inference,  that  the  rents  can  only 
be  reserved  to  persons  in  esse  :  this  seems  to  be  equally 
untenable,  both  because  LittletofCs  position  proves  too  much 
for  it,  and,  because  this,  again,  affirms  more  than  is  war- 
ranted by  the  former. 

The  doctrine  in  Littleton  establishes  too  much  for  this 
hypothesis.  That  doctrine  declares,  that  the  rent  may, 
"in  no  manner  be  reserved  to  any  strange  person^  and 
that  *^  such  re-entry  cannot  be  given  to  any  other  person ;" 
whereas  the  inference  in  question  admits  the  validity  of  a 
grant  of  a  rent  to  any  person  in  esse  ;  and,  in  so  admitting, 
it  is  clearly  right :  both  doctrines  are  good,  but  they  have 
reference  to  wholly  different  cases.  The  premiss,  then,  is 
too  strong  for  the  conclusion ;  and  this,  also,  more  extensive 
than  the  former. 

Again,  it  may  be  aligned,  that  Littleton  disallows  the 
grant  of  a  rent  to  persons  unborn.    Let  us  hear,  how  far  lord 
Coke  agrees  with  any  such  interpretation  of  the  doctrine. 
"  Hereby,"  says  the  commentator,  (a)  **  it  may  seem,  that  if 
a  man  make  a  feoffinent,  gift,  or  lease,  that  (omitting  him- 
self) be  may  reserve  a  rent  to  his  heirs.     But  Littleton  is 
not  so  to  be  understood ;  his  meaning  is,  that  either  the 
feoffor,  &c.,  may  reserve  the  rent  to  himself  only,  or  to  him- 
self and  his  heirs.     And  yet  it  is  holden  in  our  books,  that 
a  man  may  make  a  feoffment  in  fee,  reserving  a  rent  of  40^. 
to  the  feoffor,  for  term  of  his  life,  and  after  his  decease,  a 
pound   of  comyn,  to  his  heirs,  that  this  is  good."     Here 
is  a  case  supposed  of  a  new  and  independent  rent  reserved 
to  the  heir,  who  may,  of  course,  be  a  person  unborn  at 
the  time  of  the  reservation ;  which  is,  nevertheless,  declared 
;o  be  valid. 
But,  perhaps,  it  may  be  said,  Littleton^s  doctrine  decides, 

(a)  Co.  Litt.213b,214a. 
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that  the  rent  will  be  good,  if  granted  to  a  lioing  person  and 
his  heirs.  This,  however,  seems  to  be,  again,  a  ccmda^on 
not  warranted  by  the  premises.  The  doctrine  in  question 
allows  the  reservation  of  a  rent  to  the  feoffor,  dan&r,  or  les- 
sort  and  his  heirs  :  it  nowhere  embraces  any  other  perscn, 
nor  the  heirs  of  any  other  person,  although  such  persmi  be 
in  esse.  Besides,  if  the  grant  be  allowed  to  be  extended  to 
the  heirs,  where  will  be  the  security  supposed  to  be  afforded 
by  the  circumstance  of  the  immediate  grantee  being  a  person 
in  esse  ?  Will  not  the  heir  be  entitled,  although  the  ancestor 
die  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  rent?  Moreover,  as 
the  event  (upon  the  hypotheas)  may  be  of  any  degree  of  re- 
moteness, may  not  the  heir  who  eventually  becomes  entitled 
be  a  person  unborn  ?  And,  if  so,  is  not  the  rent,  in  that  case, 
practically  granted  to  a  person  not  in  esse  f 

Thus,  then,  it  seems  impossible,  to  found  upon  the  rule 
laid  down  by  Litttleton,  cuij  hypothesis  or  inference,  &VQr- 
able  to  the  doctrine,  that  rents  cannot  be  granted  to  persons 
unborn. 

This  view  is  strongly  corroborated  by  an  old  case  in  ZTo- 
bart,  (b)  which  is  thus  stated : — **  Between  Oates  and  JMth 
the  case  was,  that  the  father  being  seised  in  fee>  he  and 
his  son  and  heir  apparent,  by  indenture,  leased  land  unto 
the  defendant,  for  years,  to  begin  after  the  death  of  the 
fether,  rendering  rent  unto  the  son ;  the  fiither  died;  lessee 
entered ;  and  the  rent  was  behind ;  and  the  son  distrained ; 
and  the  lessee  brought  an  action  of  trespass^  and  had 
judgment :  for  the  reservation  of  the  rent  was  held  ntterily 
void ;  although  the  son  did  prove  heir,  it  bettered  not  the 
case  by  event,  but  the  reservation  must  have  been  to  the 
heir  or  heirs  of  the  lessor,  by  that  name,  for  that  is  the  only 
word  of  privity  in  law,  requisite  in  reservation  of  rents  and 
conditions,  for  the  heir  is  in  representation,  in  point  of 
taking  by  inheritance,  eddem  persond  cum  antecessors.  And 


(6)  130,  Trin.  12 
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though,  in  such  a  case,  the  rent  could  never  be  demanded 
by  the  fiither,  yet  the  heir  shall  take  it  finom  the  fiither,  as 
inherent,  and  rising  from  the  root  of  the  reversion,  which 
was  his  fiither's,  and  which  he  takes  by  descent  from  his 
father;  and  so  the  rent  itself,. which  vras  in  the  father, 
though  not  to  demand,  because  it  was  not  yet  due,  but  yet  it 
was  80  his,  that  he  might  release  and  discharge  it  by  the 
word,  ^  rent,'  though  not  by  the  word, '  action.'  And  so,  note 
a  difiference  between  this  case,  where  rent  is  reserved  upon  a 
lease  of  the  ancestor's,  to  the  heir  first,  and  when  the  an- 
cestor makes  a  warranty  for  a  like  charge  against  his  heirs, 
first  omitting  himself:  all  such  grants  are  utterly  void,  for 
no  man  can  charge  his  heir  but  as  a  part  of  himself,  and, 
therefore,  beginning  with  himsel£     And  such  chaiges  stand 
naked,  and  have  nothing  that  was  first  in  the  father,  and 
comes  fi:t>m  him  to  them,  whereunto  they  may  cleave,  as  a 
rent  to  a  reversion,  in  the  former  cases." 

This  case  forms  one  of  the  authorities  cited  by  lord  Cote, 
in  support  of  lAtttetorCs  doctrine  above  commented  on,  and 
seems  conclusively  to  show,  that  that  doctrine  had  reference 
solely  to  the  question  of  the  retervation  of  rents,  as  respects 
the  feo£R>r  or  lessor,  and  his  heirs,  and  had  no  connexion 
whatever  with  the  general  subject  of  independent  grants  of 
rents,  (c) 

Irrespectively  of  the  authorities  which  have  been  con-  Rents.  &e.» 
idered^  nothing  is  to  be  found  in  the  ancient  text-writens,  mnted  at 
it  all  countenancing  the  notion,  that  rents  cannot  be  granted  ^  TO^nmis**^ 
o  persons  unborn ;  and  it  is  clear,  that,  if  there  be  no  objec^  ^^n>- 
ion  to  such  limitations  of  renU^  similar  grants  of  other 
Common  law  interests  are  equally  valid. 

But,  it  is  worthy  of  observation,  that,  even  supposing  the  ^^^  if  g™nt» 
octrine  in  question  were  sustainable,  it  would  by  no  means  to  persons 
sclude  the  necessity  for  the  application  of  the  laws  against  Common  ?aw, 
^motenesSj  seeing  that  a  rent  may  be  created  in  preesenii^  Clinst* 


agamst 


(e)  The  same  ofatervations  apply  to      liM^Aom,  MSS. 
'untley*%  case.  Palm.  485 ;  lord  Not- 
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remoteness  not 
thereby  ex- 
eluded. 


No  rule  of 

Common  law, 

rendering 

unnecessary 

provisions 

against 

remotenen. 


and  in.  favorof  a  peison  m  «m0>;  bat  subjeet  to  divesting,  ms- 
^ading^  and  qtialifyiiig.  gifts  and  eonditions,  wfaidi>  how* 
^eiveri  remote^  vgiildi  not  )be  iQFaUdated'.by  aayM-ole' as  >to 
limitadoni'to.pemiiii^fiqdKxai;  andiidiicl^  tlievefixe^  efeariy 
calLlbr  the  lapptictation  sf  die*  jMp-pBtmty^tfale*^  '    i 

.:  Tkatfiitcb  gifts  vrwBe  irot^oliy  unknavm,  is  deoi^  even 
in  <th0..iiajt>f I  posUftTe  .authoritj»  as  will  appear  fix)aa  a 
case^  in  ie\£dwi  fl^;  dted^  in  Plaadenfid)  wbick  is  tbus 
Btated:-^^.^ litis  held- in-  IS  Edw;  3,  that  if  one  fprarate  to 
another,  a  rent  out  of  his  land,  in -fee,  upon  coadilidn,  that 
if  <he  grantee-  or  aay  of  hia  heka  die,  his  or  their-heir  bting 
witfaiZk  :age»  theiiv  during  auch  non-age,  the  rent  diall  cease, 
there,  if  the  grantee  dies,  his  heir  being  withitt  age,  faia  wife 
shall  have  dower*  but  execution  ahall  cease  daring  ihe  non- 
age of  the  heir,  but  there-  it  is  pat^  that  if  the  heir  dies 
during  his  Bon*age,^his  wife  riiall  not  have  dower  <^.  the 
rent,  for  there  the  rent  was*  never  leviable  in  the  son,  as  it 
was  in  the  father^  and  the  rent  wonld  have  beeniit  £990  at 
the  full  age  of  the  heff,  if  he  had  lived  so  long,  and  so  there 
the  rent  for  a  time  may'  be  wt  «Me»  and  for  a  time  shall  not 
be  in  em,  because  it  was  newlj  granted^  and  at  the  fiiBt 
commencement  of  a  graat,  a  man  maygiant  the  thing,  in 
what  form  he  pleases,  as  a  rent  de  funfo  ro^y  bb  granledf  to 
loonunence  B&ex>  the  deaA  of  J.  S^  but  a  rent^or  -a  reversioD, 
'ortKheE  thing  in  bs$09  a  man  cannot  make  iti  to.&e  Meiar  at 
one  time,  and  to  cease  at  another,  nor  grant  -it'taianQlher 
person,  aftier  the  death- of  any.  tM)e,  or  at  a  day  to  camey  i»- 
aerving  to  himself  an  estate  in  the  mean  time«?  >  >  •  ■ 

•  There  seems,  then^  to  be  00  rule  of  the  CoQunoa  Jaw, 
operating  to  preelude  the  grant  and  reservation  of^rantfl^and 
other'^ like  interests^  in  .a  .manner  that;  would  bring  them 
•within  the  .operation  of  the  laws  against  revtotaneas;.  no 
.  security,  in  fiict«  in  the  nature  of  the  caae,  and  independent- 
ly of  extrinsic  rule,  that  the  interests  created  will  take  efiect 


(d)  Pp.  155,  156.     And  see  Fits.      Cni.  I^.  tit  xxvui,  eh.  2,  s.  33. 
Dower,  pi.  1 43 ;  Jenk.  Cent.  1 ,  Ca.  6  f 
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within  the  prescribed  limits  of  perpetcdtyy  or  within  any 
other  reasonable  period.  It,  farther,  seems  undeniable,  as , 
has  been  already  said,  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  character 
of  the  interests  of  which  we  are  speaking,  to  entitle  it  to 
exemption  firom  the  rules  providing  for  the  free  circulation 
of  property.  As  a  consequence  of  these  views,  the  conclu- 
sion seems  inevitable,  that  the  creation  and  reservation  of 
Common  law  rights  of  proper^  must  be  subject  to  the 
observance  of  the  beneficial  restrictions  ascertained  and 
fixed  by  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities^ 

For  this  conclusion,  an  abundance  of  professional  opinion 
is  to  be  adduced,  fix>m  the  works  of  writers  on  difierent 
branches  of  real  proper^  law. 

Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert,  after  stating,  in  the  passage 
already  quoted,  that  rents  granted  de  novo  may  be  limited 
to  commence  injuiuro,  thus  remarks  (e) : — **  Yet,  qtueref  at 
what  distance  of  time  such  chaiges  may  be  allowed  to  com- 
mence, whether  it  must  not  be  after  the  lives  of  persons  in 
esse  ?  for,  if  they  be  indefinite,  they  seem  to  have  the  same 
tendency  to  a  perpetuity  as  any  contingent  remainders  or 
Executory  devises :  and  the  bare  affection  of  a  perpetuity  is 
siiflBcient  to  damn  any  conveyance." 

Again,  Mr.  Butler,  (/)  : — ''  If  an  estate  be  conveyed  to 
A.,  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use,  that  B.  may  receive  a  rent,  for 
life,  and  after  his  decease,  to  the  use,  that  his  first  and  other 
sons,  successively,  and  the  heirs  of  their  respective  bodies, 
may  receive  the  rent ;  these,  it  may  be  contended,  are  dis- 
tinct rents ;  and,  therefore,  the  rent  to  the  second  eon  may  be 
coneidered  too  remote,  as  being  a  new  rent,  hmited  to  take 
effect  after  an  indefinite  fiiilure  of  the  issue  of  the  first  son." 
And  the  same  learned  writer  has  elsewhere  (g)  remarked : — 
^  If  rents  are  created  to  commence  at  a  fixture  time,  eare 
mmt  be  taken,  that  the  period  at  which  they  are  created  to 

(e)  Treatiie  on  Renti,  69.  1.  iii,  4. 

(/)  Note  to  Co.  Litt.  271  b,  n.  1,  (^)  Note  to  F.  C.  R.  528. 
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commence^  do  not  exceed  the  boundifor  which  the  law  allowg 
the  inheritance  of  lands  to  be  suspended" 

And,  so,  Mr.  Sanders  has  observed  {h) : — The  principle  of 
perpetuity  is  applicable  to  ail  future  interests,  as  renti- 
charge^  and  terms  ofyears^  which  cannot  be  barred*  A  case 
occurred  in  Ireland,  some  few  years  aga  An  estate  having 
been  settled  by  will  to  uses  in  strict  settlement,  a  rent- 
charge  was  limited  to  arise  after  the  failure  of  issne  of  a 
person  not  taking  any  estate  in  the  property  settled,  and 
upon  argument  it  was  determined  by  the  Court  of  K.  B.  in 
Ireland,  that  the  limitation  of  the  rent«<:harge  was  void  as 
being  too  remote."  And,  again, — *^  It  can  scairely  be 
doubted,  that,  by  analogy  to  the  modem  doctrine  of  perpe- 
tuities, the  rights  of  entry  upon  Common  law  conditions, 
and  the  interesse  termini^  would  be  confined  to  the  time 
allowed  in  cases  of  Executory  devises  and  Springing  Uscsl" 

And  the  Real  Property  Commissioners^  while  they  af- 
firm, (f)  that  the  ancient  Common  law  did  not  restrain  the 
creation  of  fiiture  interests  to  a  given  period,  and  that  the 
time  allowed  for  re-entries  under  conditions  broken,  and  for 
grants  of  rents'-chai^,  or  other  incorporeal  hereditaments, 
commencing  infuiuro,  and  for  creating  the  intereue  iermmif 
was  indefinite,  and  that  {k)  interests  at  the  Common  law 
have  never  been  considered  to  be  subject  to  the  roles 
against  perpetuity,  yet^  admit,  that  Comts  of  justice  are  at 
present  disposed  to  consider  them  as  being,  and  that  they 
are,  in  fact,  clearly,  within  the  policy  which  the  law  has 
adopted  vrith  respect  to  perpetuities,  (l) 

Having  thus,  then,  ascertained,  that  there  is  no  suffi- 
cient ground,  for  considering  limitations  of  Comnion  law 
interests  exempted  fix>m  the  observance  of  the  laws 
against  remoteness,  it  remains,  to  illustrate  more  particu- 
larly the  nature  and  extent  of  the  operation  of  those  laws 
in  reference  to  the  species  of  property  under  consideration. 

(A)  Essay  on  Uses  and  Trusts,  197.  (k)  lb.  36. 

(0  3  Rep.  29.  (/)  IK  29,  36. 
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1.  As  to  grantd  of  renis.    It  may  be  conceded,  that  rents  Operation  of 
reserved  upon  kases  for  lives  or  years  are.  so  &r  as  respects  Perpetaities 
the  properVeribd  for  their  commencement,  entirely  diZct  ^<^  «' 
from  similar  interests  (that  is,  rents'-charge)  granted  inde- 
pendently, or  reserved  npon  conveyances  in  fee.     It  has 
been  before  seen,  that  such  rents  are  nothing  more  than  a 
compensation  for  the  temporary  loss  of  the  dominion  of  the 
property,  and  that  they  follow  and  belong  to  the  persons 
who  would  be  entided  to  its  ownership,  in  case  the  possession 
had  not  been  parted  with.    That  being  the  case,  it  is  clearly 
open  to  the  lessor  to  deprive  himself  wholly  of  any  present 
return,  or  to  reserve  a  rent  at  a  future  period,  different  in 
amount  and  character  firom  that  payable  during  the  early 
portion  of  the  term  demised:  and,  if  so,  it  appears  equally 
plain,  that  there  should  be  no  limits  in  respect  to  the  time 
of  such  reservation,  whether  original  or  substituted.     The 
rent  is,  in  strictness,  an  incorporeal  representation  or  con- 
tinuance of  the  former  enjoyment,  and  (assuming  the  rent 
not  to  commence  in  pnesenti)  there  can  be  no  objection  to 
the  lessor  fixing  what  period  he  pleases,  for  its  resumption 
in  thiit  form. 

But,  it  seems  undeniable,  that  rents,  (or,  more  properly, 
rents*-charge,)  granted  independently  by  the  proprietor  of 
the  soil,  or  reserved  to  him,  on  or  in  consideration  of  a  dis- 
position of  the  fee,  must  be  observant  of  the  limits  of  perpe- 
tuity :  they  are  not  interests  created  (in  right  of  and  so  as) 
to  accompany  a  reversionary  ownership,  but  constitute  a 
new  and  substantive  property,  embodying  and  representing 
no  pre-existing  right 

As  a  consequence  of  the  rule,  that  rents  are  within  the  Proper  way  for 
operation  of  the  laws  against  remoteness,  it  is  to  be  remarked,  ^*  sufjecTof 
that,  whenever  a  rent  is  to  be  created  for  the  purpose  of  l»njjjatioiw  in 
forming  the  subject-matter  of  a  contemplated  settlement,  ment. 
the  proper  way  is,  for  the  settlor  to  make  a  simple  grant 
of  the  rent  to  a  person  and  his  heirs,  who  should  afterwards 
limit  the  rent  to  the  uses  of  the  intended  settlement ;  because 

R  R   2 
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theiie  is  strong  ground  for  contending,  diat,  when  a  rent  is 
granted  de  novoy  to  one,  for  life,  and  after  h»  decease,  to 
his  sons,  sticcessively  in  tail,  each  of  the  peraons  to  whom 
the  i^nt  is  limited  takes  a  distinct  rent;  in  which*  case, 
dbttbii^ly,  the  rents  of 'di€!  second  and  yotmger  sons  wouU 
be  v6id'f6^  remotfenes^  as  commencing  after  anr  imfefinite 
ffiltn^  bPisboe,  and  aslieh!kg,  at  the  samethne",'  nnbamdbfe, 
because  not  mere  ulterior  gifts 'of  a  rent  alfisadj  eskting^ 
tHk'  i^  the  rent  limited  to  the  first  ton  and  the  heib  of 
his  body,  but  wholly  independent  of  such  rent  (m) 
Kenu  granted  A  blass  of  thcse  rents,  in  respect  to  whose  relation  to  die 
formanceof^'  perpctuity-rule,  more  than  ordinary  doubt  has  existed,  is 
to  bidld*&c**  ^^^  of  rents,  created  for  the  purpose  of  securing  die  per- 
-fbrmance  of  covenants,  entered  into  by  the  owners  of  par- 
ticular land,  with  the  proprietors  of  other  neighbouring  or 
adjoining  land,  that  the  former  shall  not  be  buih  npon  or 
planted,  or  so  as  to  impose  other  i^estrictions  upon  the  mode 
of  enjoyment  of  land,  in  &vor  of  persons  tidying  no  jwopeity 
in  such  land  These  covenants  are  -  of  fi:equent  occur- 
rence, in  cases  where  the  areas  of  squares  or  public  walks 
are  to  be  preserved,  or  where  an  uninterrupted  view  of-  tlie 
sea,  or  of  open  country,  is  to  be  secured  to  the  owners  or 
occupiers  of  adjoining  houses,  (n) 

That  such  covenants  are  valid,  there  can  be  little  docdiC, 
seeing  that  every  feensimple  owner  of  land  may  alienate  tbe 
dominion  of  the  light  and  air  above  the  soil,  as  well  as  of  the 
mines  and  mineials  beneath  it  (o)  But,  though  the  oovc- 
nants  themselves  are  not  open  to' any  reasonable  exoepdon, 
it  seems  at  least  quesdonable,  how  rents  granted  for  aecar- 
ing  their  observance  can  be  valid,  unless^  with  all  ladier 
rents,  their  commencement  be  restricted  to  the  proper 
period.  There  is  nothing  of  the  character  of  a  r4$ermtHmi 
in  such  rents ;  and,  though  granted  by  way  of  penal^,*  Ar 
breach  of  a  duty  imposed  on  himself  and  his  fucoMsoia,  by 

(m)  BotL  B.  to  F.  C.  R.  52S.         (»)  Sm  3  Re.  Pr.  Gob.  Rcpu  S3, 
BaU.  n.  to  Co.  Litt.  271  b.  n.  If  s.      64. 
ill,  4.    Burt.  Elem.  Comp.  373.  (•)  See  Appendix,  no.  IV. 
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theipiopiietor  of  the  landi  iJbej  da*  out  aUadi  9»  a,  cpna^r 
queoce  of  any  l^fd.  privity  or  relatioiislup,  either  of  pei^oo 
or  estate,  between  the  grantor  and  grantee«.  Po^i  cov^^pt 
and  rent  .form  matler  of.  oontmct^  and,  though  th^  fi^nxmr 
fei;goodijaa  an.  ahsolvte  alienation  of  (what  jnay.be  ten^pf^d) 
the  iMj^r-terrene  dominion^  the .  latter  J^ppc^a;!;;^  ^  riequire,  the 
metriotiona  impeeed  by  the  perpetoity-mle,  as  beliig  a  ch^ige 
on  the  property,  in  the  iand«  ' 

And  if  the  grant  of  a  i?ept  infuiura,  oiitbceadi  of  the 
covenant  in  question,  whenever  it  occurs,  be  void,  aa  not 
fm>perly  restricted,  it  should  seem  to  be  equally  clear,  that 
a  limitation  of  a  rent  in  pr^eseniif  subject  to  a  clause  of 
4eleazance,  n^ending  the  operation  of  the  grant,  until  the 
altemtioD  in  the  circumstances  of  the  land  agaiqst  which 
the  covenant  is  directed,  would  be  equally  otgectionable, 
because  it  is  not,  in  point  of  fact,  certain,  at  the  time  of 
aneating  the  irent,  diat  it  will  attach  .within  the  period  of 
.lives  in  being. and  twentyK)ne  years,  (|i)  ^d  it  is. of  no 
importance,  in  reference  to  the  question  of  remoteness, 
lihat  the  primary  operation  4>f  the  grant  is  immediate  and 
dbsolute. 

This  difficulty  has  sometimes  been  ingeniously  obviafctd, 
by  the  grant  of  an  immediate  rent,  with  an  accompanying 
provision,  that  the  non-building  or  non-planting,  or  other 
act  provided  to  be  done  or  observed  by  the  covenant,  shall 
.be  taken  as  and  be  deemed  to  be  a  payment  of  the  rent,  and 
^laU  eotitk  the  grantor  to  a  receipt,  on  every  periodical  day 
of  payment,  fiir  the  proportionate  part  of  th^  rent  then  due. 
To -such  a  plan,  of  effecting  the  pbject  in  questioi^  .^he^ 
aeems'U)  be  no^sound  or  substantial  otjjeption,  thoqgh  i|i3, 
o^oQurae^  little lela^'than  an  astute  auhterfi;ige,  to.,fYhi<^^t^ 
'  iQconvenieDoe  (in  this  re^ct)  of  the  generi^prule.oC;^ 
^hasgiFen-riae. 


;  •  '' 


■>  ^-i     1  •«    -« 


2.  Tbe>opetation  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities  .npon  Limitations  of 

the  talercMe 


( p)  See  Appendix,  no.  IV; 
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termini  as         limitations  of  the  inter  esse  termini  seemfi  to  be  of  much  the 
^Jl  "^  same  character  with  its  effects  in  regard  to  gnuits  of  renta. 
^'  It  is  true;  that»  at  the  Common  law;  there  does  not  appear 

to  have  been  any  rule,  fixing  the  period  within  which  an 
intereise  termini  must  take  efiect  in  possession;  (g)'bixt  that 
is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  simplicity  of  the  mtldes  of  disposi- 
tion and  settlement,  and  the  equally  unsophisticated  plans 
and  designs  of  grantors  and  settlors,  during  the  times  ^en 
our  laws  were  less  refined  and  complex,  our  habits  and 
manners  ruder  and  less  cultivated,  and  our  society  leas 
artificially  distributed,  than  at  present 

But,  to  return,  if  the  period  or  event,  at  or  on  which  the 
term  is  to  commence,  be  not  such  as  will  necessarily  arrive 
or  happen  within  the  legal  limits  of  perpetuity,  and  it  be 
not  expressly  provided,  that  it  shall  so  arrive  or  happen, 
there  seems  to  be  no  alternative  but  the  entire  invalidity  of 
the  limitation.  And  this,  whatever  the  object  to  be  effected 
by  the  creation  of  the  term ;  whether  it  be  a  simple  lease,  or  a 
demise  for  securing  portions,  or  raising  money  to  pay  d^bts, 
or  forming  an  accumulated  fund,  or  securing  a  sum  of 
money,  or  a  rent-chaige,  or  for  serving  any  other  piupose 
which,  in  its  own  nature,  or  by  express  provision,  will  not 
give  effect  to  the  term  before  the  expiration  of  the  legal 
period.  It  fiillows,  therefore,  that  a  term  limited  to  com- 
mence on  the  death  of  an  unborn  person,  (not  being  restricted 
to  his  age  of  twenty-one)  or  on  an  indefinite  fidlure  of  issue, 
or  on  an  unborn  child  not  taking  Holy  Orders,  or  not  doing 
any  other  act  the  performance  of  which  is  not  confined  to 
minority,  or  on  any  other  contingency  which  will  not  ne- 
cessarily happen  within  the  allowed  limits,  is  void  ab  mMo, 
and  will  not  take  effect  in  possession,  although  the  course 
of  subsequent  events  may  be  favorable  to  its  so  doing. 
Of  condidoiu,        3.  In  discussing  the  operation  of  the  Rule  against  Per- 

with  reference  .    .  .  -...  .        -ii  i  ^       t 

petuities  upon  condtttons^  it  will  be  necessaiy  to  observe  a 

(9)  1   Sud.   Uies  and   Tr.   197.       1  Lev.  35. 
And  see  Co.  Litt.  456 ;  6  Rep.  35  ; 
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distinction  between  conditions  implied,  and  conditions  ex^  to  rule  against 

,  remotencis.  . 

preuedL 

It  may,  however,  be  first  remariced,  that  there  appeans  to 
have  been  no  limit  at  the  Common  law,  as  to  the  periods  or 
events  at  or  on  which  conditions  defeating  estates  might  be 
limited  to  arise,  (r)  Frequent  instances  are  to  be  met  with, 
in  our  ancient  reports  and  text-books,  of  conditions,  con- 
templating events  which  would  at  the  present  day  be  clearly 
too  remote :  e*  g.^  if  A.  or  his  heirs  pay  a  sum  of  money 
to  B.  or  his  heiis ;  («)  if  A.  or  his  heirs  execute  an  assurance 
to  B.  or  his  heire ;  and  such  like.  Conditions  were,  in 
fiEict,  only  required  to  be  possible,  not  contrary  to  law,  and 
not  repugnant  to  the  estate  or  interest  granted. 

In  relation  to  implied  conditions,  it  is  manifest,  the  per-  /mp/<er/  con- 
petuity-rule  can  have  no  force.  Of  this  class  of  conditions, 
an  instance  is  afforded,  in  the  case  of  an  exchange  at  Com- 
mon law,  to  which  a  condition  is  impliedly  annexed,  that,  if 
either  of  the  parties  to  the  exchange  be  at  any  time  evicted 
from  the  property  taken  by  him  in  exchange,  owing  to  a 
failure  in  the  title  of  the  other  party,  the  person  so  evicted 
and  his  heirs  may  re-enter  on  the  estate  given  by  him  in 
exchange  for  the  one  of  which  he  has  been  deprived.  (Q 
And  a  similar  implied  condition  is  consequent  on  a  parti- 
tion between  two  or  more  coparceners,  {u)  These  condi- 
tions are  legal  incidents  of  certain  Common  law  assurances, 
and  to  them,  therefore,  no  objection  of  remoteness  cap 
attach^  althouf^  there  is  no  other  limit  to  their  operation 
than  that  afforded  by  the  Statutes  of  Limitations;  which, 
however,  have  the  effect  of  protecting  the  tide  of  each  party 
to  the  exchange,  from  disturbance  by  strangers,  after  the 
lapse  o^ forty  years.  These  conditions  must,  consequently, 
be  excepted  fix>m  the  general  doctrine  of  law,  before  observed 

(r)  I   Sud.  Uses  and  Tr.   19S,  Pr.  Com.  Rop.  37. 

199.    3  Re.  Pr.  Com.  Rep.  36.  («)  2  Bl.  Com.   300.      1  Prest. 

(«)  Co.  Litt.  214  b.  Abst.  303 ;  2  ib.  75. 
(i)  2  B).  Com.  300,  323.    3  Re. 
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Expreu  con- 
ditioos. 


fii^p^.v^tb  dl/9  Rql€bi^g^iil3i^.?^:p^de8i:.-iBitt^itiip 

r^ot^y  if  j(KMi;  Te^triptedto^roriae  withiiii  tbe  Ifgal  Usifts  of 
perpetuity,  (i;) , 

,  Aa  ^(^ards  expreu  conditions^  however^  a  el€sar4iffb)Eence 
nio^  ,be  taken*  , These  arise  in  the  (Will.of,  theiSettlovior 
t^ator^  pr  fqnn  Zoloft  in  contracts ;  aq^  tbey^  iheft^iseein 
to  fall  ieji(tii)elj  within, tlie  4«ason  aodppentfii:^  of  the.per*- 
petuitor-n4e.  ;0f  this  kindf  ace  conditions  ,4eclaitad  or  reserved 
09  .c9c^T^;f^9Qf9a  i%  fee»  ei4itUng)thia/0^t(^  01:  bis^Ji^aasto' 
e9;sr,,.9p.  t^,  hl^I^Ping  .of  anjti^peoified  event  .  fo suohv 
ca^p^  j|f.  ite^.epntiniseBoy  contemplated' be :« of  tooremole 
e^p^Gtancy^  (as  either  aotuaUy .  transgnmng  >ar  not  eonined 
tQ;  proper,  limits)  the  cpnditioo  B[iu6t,(it/shoi]]d  Benin)  be 
null  altpgether.  Any  events  conaequeatly^  ascertaMied  to  lie 
too  remote  in  reference  \j^  remainders  and  executory  UmiUt- 
tioMp  will  vitiate  a  Common  law  amdiiion  limited  to  ^  arise 
on  it , 

One  of  these  conditions^  with  respect  to  which  some,  doubt 
has  been  ma4e5  occursi  where  property  is  devised  or  con- 
u^Dg^naneuid  ^^J^  ^  ^  pen»on»  and  his  heirs  and  assigns^  on  condkim, 
that  he  and  they  shall  take  and  iM>ntinue  to  use  and  bear 
the.nan^e  and  arms  of  the  devisor,  or  setdor,  or  .of  any  otb^ 
person  XNT  family.    Now,  if  such  a.cpncUtipo  as  this  were 
satisfied  by  the  first  donee.or  devisee  taking  the  name  and 
arms»  without  xeferenoe  to  a  subsequent  continuance, of  the 
user  by  his  posterity  and  alienee%  the  conditioD  would  .be 
unimpeachable:  but  it.  seems  difficultf  if^not,  is^KMbie, 
to  give  SQ  limited  a^  construction  to. the. condition: in i^yissr 
tion.     .I(.,on  the.  o^r;  Jta^flf^t^e.  cgndilioa  hiMie..|i^^ 
ren^   to ;  each  sncoessivf^.pi^Qipri^t^ry' it  app^aia.^  be 
directly  within  the V  sppp^  ai^.  ^^  nilejsgaiiist  rapc^pteiMi^ 


CoTiditions  on 
conveyances  in 
fee,  as  to 
takin{ 
using 
arms. 


■w."**.' 


(v)  Sug$i.  GUb.  Uses  and  Tr.  179.    3  Re.  Pr.  Com.  Rqi.  97. 


ondy- therefore^  fo  be  vcAd,  if  not,  aM  reat^ttrtheiMnedhite 
object  of  the  gift;   yet,  certainly,- aer  to  all'  sodceecDbg 
ownetB  of  the  proper^;    It  haa  been  lobserred  (f^)  of  these 
conditio&s,  that  tf'ther' grantee  or  deviaee    aMune'  the' 
name^  he  acii^oires  the  estate  subject  to  a  condition  in  latf, 
that  if  he  or  his  heirs  discontinue  to  use  the  surname,  the 
heir-at-law  lof  the  grantor  or  testator  will  have  a  right  of 
entrf'Upon  the  estate,  at  whatever  period  the  non-user  6f 
the  naoae  may  happen;  and  that,  if  this  construction  should' 
be  'oorrect,  a  perpetuity  would  be  created;  but  that  thij 
prinmjrfe  of  law,  prescribing  the  boundaries  within  which 
Springfaig'  Uses  and  Executory  devises  are  to  take  eflbc^ 
would  apply  to  the  entry  of  the  hek  in  this  case  upon  the 
bMeoh  of  the  iBonditkiift^  if  it  were  admitted  that  such  con** 
diticai  was  not  perfonned  by  taking  the  name.    Ai&d,  again, 
it  has  been  itemarked,  (x)  thai  this^  if  anything  is  strictly  a 
condicion  at  the  Common  Law,  enabling  the  heir-at4aw,  (in 
terms  at  least)  at  any  future  time,  to  enter,  in  case  the 
gronlee,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  should  refuse  to  take  the  name 
and  use  the  arms  specified,  although,  if  there  had  been  a 
devise  to  another,  in  case  he  should  refuse  or  neglect  to 
take  the  name,  or  use  the  arms,  it  would  have  been  an 
ExeenCory  devise.    It  seems  to  be  indisputable,  then,  that, 
upon  principie,  conditions  of  the  kind  last-mentioned  are 
exposed  to  the  objection  of  remoteness.    Whether  the  conse- 
quence of  this  objection  is,  to  vitiate  the  whole  condition,  or' 
only,  so  far  as  it  affects  all  persons  succeeding  subsequently  to 
the  immediate  grantee,  or,  even,  only  after  the  expiration  at 
twenty^me  years  fiom  the  decease  of  such  grantee,  it  may ' 
be  difficult  to  determine.    There  is,  certainly,  a  distinction, 
between  this  class  of  conditions  and  other  limitations,  as 
respeets  'die  operation  of  the  perpetuity-rule,  iti  regard  to 
the  circumstance,  that  a  condition  of  tfaia  kind  does  not  *' 
i^eaemble  one  entire  gift  or  reservation,  tidiing  efibcf  or  finling 

(v)  1  SiDd.  Uwt  ud  Tr.    199.  (x)  3  Re.  Pr.  Com.  Bep.  36. 

And  we  ib.  p.  20& 
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Conditions 
determining 
estates- tail. 


Operation  of 
perpetuity- 
rule  upon 
righia  of  entry 
muiTt^ttUty, 


at  a  single  period^  but  that  it  is  continuing,  and  mns  with  or 
follows  the  line  of  persons  succeeding  to  the  property^  and 
might,  perhaps,  therefore,  not  inconsistently  with  general 
analogy,  be  held  valid  and  operative,  as  to  the  petsons 
taking  within  the  allowed  limits,  although  nugatory  as  to  all 
subsequent  proprietor&  This  point,  however,  it  is  beyond 
the  province  of  the  present  Treatise  to  determine* 

It  will  be  hereafter  seen,(y)  that  conditions  determining 
eikUes'tail  are  not  open  to  any  exception  with  respect  to 
remoteness. 

4*  Closely  allied  to  the  last  branch  of  the  sulqecty  is  that 
of  the  operation  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities  upoo 
righU  of  entry  and  re-entry* 

The  greatest  pcnrtion  of  these  interests  consists  of  rights 
of  entry  and  distress,  either  granted  expressly,  or  implied  in 
law,  for  securing  the  regular  payment  of  rents^  rents'-diaige, 
and  rents'-service ;  (z)  and  which  rights  are,  of  oonise,  neoos- 
sarily,  co«extensive  with  the  rents,  and  must  follow  them,  (o) 
And,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  a  right  of  entry,  when  exer- 
cised, passes  **  a  qtuui  conditional  inheiitanoe,  {bf  and  that 
^*  the  grantee  has  an  interest  vested  in  him  when  the  rent  is 
in  arrear,'*  (c)  and  that  the  right  ^'  may  be  transferred  with  the 
rent  because  it  b  a  matter  of  inheritance,  and  waits  upon  the 
rent,  and  is  not  a  mere  possibility  or  contingent  estate,  not 
coupled  with  any  other  estate."  ((i)  A  ri^it  of  entry  is, 
consequently,  to  be  treated  as  part  of  the  estate  of  the 
grantee  in  the  rent,  and  not  as  creating  uncertain  and  inde 
pendent  interests  in  the  property  chaiged  with  it,  which 
may  arise  at  any  period  of  time,  and  which  are,  therefore, 
within  the  operation  of  the  perpetuity-rule:  it  constitutes, 
in  fact,  an  unascertained  modification  of  ownership  in  the 
land,  which  attends  the  property  in  the  rent,  and  merely 


(y)   Fide  infra,  ch.  92, 
(z)  Sugd.  Gilb.  Uses  and  Tr.  179, 
n.    Gilb.  Rents,  38.    2  Bl.  Com.  42. 
(a)  3  Re.  Pr.  Com.  Rep.  37. 
(6)  Sii|^    GUb.     Uses  and   Tr. 


179,  n. 

(c)  Gtlb.  RMts,  139. 

(d)  Sugd.    Gilb.   Uses   and    Tr. 
179,  n. 
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fx^esents  different  and  more  available  means  for  recdiriih^ 
the  latter  as  a  ohaige  upon  the  knd.  Nor  is  the  case  mate!- 
rially  Taried,  by  the  circoDistanoe  of  the  right  <if  entry  ttr 
tending  to  lands  not  charged  with  the  rent;(tf)  as  whett'a 
power  of  diBtress  and  entry  is  granted  in  oiie  estate,  te^an 
indemnity  against  a  rent  cbaiged  upon  another. 

This  view  (^  rights  of  entry  granted  for  secaring  rents 
shows  very  plainly,  that  no  substaalial  objection*  can  atfech 
to  them,  in  point  of  remoteness,  although,  in  the  case  of 
perpetual  rents,  advantage  may  be  taken  of  them  at  My 
period  of  time.  And  this  conclusion  is  further  established, 
by  the  fact,  that,  in  the  case  of  r^vite -j^rvtce,  the  law  iniplien 
a  right  of  entry,  or,  at  least,  distress,  without  any  express 
grant  or  reservation  of  it  in  the  instrument  cresting  the 'rent 
It  is  unneceesary  to  speak  of  rights  of  re-entiy  forcondi^- 
tions  Inroken,  as  the  latter  have  already  been  con^eied,  and 
it  is  clear,  that  the  character  of  the  right  of  re-entry  must 
always  be  the  same  with  that  of  the  condition  on  breach  of 
which  it  arises:  if  the  condition  be  entirely  void,  so  alto 
must  be  the  right  of  re-entry ;  if  it  be  only  partially  so,  the 
like  may  be  predicated  of  the  accessory  ri^t 

With  respect  to  rights  of  entry  reserved  upon  leases  for 
lives  or  years,  the  spirit  of  the  remarks  before  oflered  in 
reference  to  rents  payable  under  such  leases,  is  equally 
applicable.  Such  a  right,  in  fact,  merely  confers  a  power  to 
put  an  end  to  the  contract,  on  non-performance  by  the 
lessee  of  the  conditions,  on  fiuth  of  which  it  was  entered  into. 
5.  The  only  class  of  Common  Law  interests,  of  which  Gnnu  of 


mention  remains  to  be  made,  is  that  consisting  of  rights  of  ^^^r^e  to 
way,  water,  and  light,  and  other  easemenU.     Easements  p^!J^^^ 
seem  to  be  in  the  same  predicament  with  rents,  in  respect 
to  the  validity  of  grants  of  them  in  futuro.  Unless  restricted, 
m  their  commencement  or  first  taking  effect,  to  the  limits  of 
perpetuity,  they  appear  to  be  open  to  the  same  objection 

(9)  So«OUbiRoDt»,41. 
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ProTinons  for 
cesser  of  rents, 
&Cm  must 
conform  to 
limits  of 
perpetuity. 


Remark  as  to 
the  want  of 
authoritT  for 
tbese  rules. 


(diough^i  perhapS)  mi  an*  idferior  degree)  with  remote  txt'^ 
eubiy  Mates  in  land^'md  there  ctin  be  tittle  doubts  that^ 
vrli^n  occdsion- arises. for  die  conrfderadotfi  of  the  qnestioB, 
IdieiqyplicabiMty  of  the  ndles  of  rembtetiefls  to' grants  of 
twementl  wUl  (be  Jadicially  reeognised.    Tbey  bpente  «s 
burthens  ahd  moambraiices  on  the  land:  die  general  poticj 
bf  thetlaw  reqoiros^.duit'Sacb  burthens  should  driae'irithin  a 
teasonable  period  of  thneii  and  die.  staodasd  for  aAsartun- 
ing  that  reasonableness  is  the  Rule  against  Peq^etoides. 
'  Besides  easements,  there  are  eommone  of  pastdre,  pisoaiy, 
turbary,  and  estovers^  and  other  rights  to  profits  A  prendre^ 
which,  though  usually  claimed  by  custom  or  pce8cr^>tion, 
may  yet  arise  by  grant  ;•  and  when  any  sncb  interests  are  so 
created  de  novo,  die  time  of  their  commen^ment  must  not 
(it  should  seem)  exceed  the  legal  limits  of  remoteness. 
•'  Here^  it  must  be  observed,  that,  in  the  case  of  rentB^ 
leasements,  and  the  intereise  termim,  it  is  necessary,  that  all 
proYiflitMis  for  the  ceuer  or  extinction  of  the  interest  gnmted 
abould  be  leatrieted  to  the  legal  period  orvemoteoeBs;  for 
die  Buld  against  Perpetuides  is  equally  ▼ielaced,  whether 
the  oommenoement  of  the  rent,  term,  areisement,'  be  fixed 
al  too  xemotfl  a<  period,  or  its  oontiauanoe  be  liable  to  a 
clause  of.  defelaaQee,>i]pon  -the  happening  of  a  faXxxie  remote 
event     The  only  distinction,  between  the  two  cases^  is,  that, 
in  the  former,  the  interest  itself  foils  of  taking  efiect,  while, 
as  respects  the  latter,  that  interest  becomes  absolute  and 
indefeasible,  by  the  avoidance  of  the  remote  clause  of  cesser. 
In  reference  to  all  the  foregoing  propositions  and  dis- 
tinctions, it  is  to  be  remarked,  that,  though  the  absence  of 
authority  which  the  learned  reader  will  have  noticed,  most 
be  considered  as  leaving  jtheir  correctness  open  to  question, 
yet,  that  it  does  not  form  any  serious  obstacle  to  their 
reception;  because  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities  is  to  be 
treated  as  embodying  a  grand  and  fondamental  principle 
of  our  jurisprudential  code,  which  condemns  all  estates, 
rights,  and   interests,  of  whatever  class,   operating  as  a 


clog  on  the  free  altcnalion  and  tiansmissicia  of  prapeityj 
unless  iuis  9iriiu$9  affording  a  preservaiive  against  undue 
ramoteness;  and,  therefore,  the  application  of  the  >pdr^ 
petnity^cule  mtist  always  be  -  Gkar,  without  the  support  «f 
enpreas  adjudication^  uolees^  fixxn  the  opeiation  of  .esitEin»« 
principke  and  doctrines  of  Iaw»  theakn  of  ihat  rule  he  others 
wise  aeeoxed;  which,  as  \te  have  seen,  cannot  be  predicafted 
of  the  Comaaon  law  rights  and  interests,  of  which  we  have 
been  treating. 

Be&fe  dosing  this  hnmofa  of  oiur  auhject^  an  observation  The  possibilitf 
most  be  made,  with  veapect  to  one.  imteireat  at  the  Comttion  ^,i[^nh^^i„ 
law,  whioh  cannot  in  any  way  be  properly  bnHight  withm  p^^  •»<*  ^ 
the  operation  of  the  B4ile  agaitist.  PerpetuHies«^    The  inte*-  in  fee  to  cor- 
P68t  ia  .question  ia  the  possibility  of  reverter,  which^  by  con^  ^ 
struction  of  the  Common  lajw^abidea  in  every  ^gntiitor,  and 
the  representatives  of  every,  grantor,  by  whom  propeiHy  is 
conveyed  in  fee^imple  to  a  corporation ;  and  by  virtue  of 
which^  the  law  declares,  that,  on  the  disruption,  dissolution, 
or  extinction  of  the  corporate  body,  such  grantor,  or  his 
representatives,  shall  be  entided  to  re-enter,  (/)  The  appli- 
cation of  the  rales  of  remoteness  to  such  a  case,  is,  clearly, 
impossible,  seeing  that  there  is  a  necessity  to  provide  for  the 
failure  of  the  gift  or  grant,  in  the  manner  referred  to;  and 
neeessitiu  legem  nan  habet. 

(/}  Co.  Litt.  la.     1  B1.  Com.  484  -,  3  ib.  266, 267. 
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CHAPTER  XXX. 

OF  OTHER     LIMITATIONS  AFFECTED    BY    THE  RULE    AGAINST 

PERPETUITDES. 

In  the  present  Chapter,  it  is  proposed  to  consider  the 
laws  against  remoteness^  as  they  affect, 

1st,  Limitations  after  or  subject  to  a  trust  or  direction 
for  payment  of  debts ; 

2dly,  Limitations  after  or  subject  to  a  trust  for  accumu- 
lation of  income,  for  the  renewal  of  unexpired  leases ; 

And,  3dly,  Limitations  of  personal  chattels  to  go  or 
descend  as  heir-looms,  with  real  estate  entailed  in  strict 
settlement 


Section  L 

Limitations  after  or  subject  to  a  trust  or  direction  for 

payment  of  debts. 

men  chtttol  To  arrive  at  a  clear  conception,  as  to  the  extent  of  the 

created  for"  ^  connexion  of  these  limitations  with  the  Rule  against  Per- 

w  debts'^  ^  petuities,  it  must  be  remembered,  that  provisions  for  pey- 

objcction  of  ment  pf  debts  may.  assume  the  form,  either,  of  a  chattel 

rcinoteDess 

cannot  apply,     interest  co-extensive  with  the  object  to  be  effected,  or,  of  a 

fee«simple  to  be  held  and  disposed  of  for  the  puipooe  of 
raising  the  necessaiy  funds.  In  the  former  case,  all  limita- 
tions subsequent  to  the  provision  for  debts  take  effect  as 
remainders  or  executory  limitations,  expectant  upon  the 
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determination  of  the  chattel  interest,  and  are  not,  therefore, 
(however  objectionable  on  other  grounds)  within  the  scope 
of  our  present  inquiries  as  to  the  operation  of  the  perpetuity- 
rule. 

Where,  however,  the  disposition  to  the  trustees,  absorbs  S?**^'^",!**. 

*^  ^  ^  whether  limi- 

the  whole  fee,  by  reason  of  its  being  made  to  them  and  utioiu  after 

their  heirs,  or  of  there  being  an  express  or  implied  direction  ment  of  deto, 

for  sale,  the  limitations  after  or  subject  to  the  trust  for  pay-  ^^^^i^ 

ment  of  debts  cannot  take  effect  by  way  of  remainder,  but  executory 

.  .    .        estates. 

must  operate,  if  at  all,  either,  as  Executory  devises  or  Shifting 
Uses,  or,  as  Trusts  in  equity.  The  question  which  now  offers 
itself  for  consideration,  therefore,  is,  whether  the  indefinite 
ami  unrestricted  event  of  the  general  satisfaction  of  a  per- 
son's debts  be  such  as  allows  of  an  Executory  devise  or 
Shifting  Use  being  limited  upon  it,  within  the  provisions 
of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  (p) 

Considering  the  question  upon  strict  principles  of  law, 
there  is  no  difficulty  in  coming  to  the  immediate  conclusion, 
that  limitations  dependent  upon  the  event  alluded  to  are,  as 
respects  their  conferring  legal  estates,  wholly  void  for  remote- 
ness.    Were  there  any  guarantee,  in  the  nature  of  the  case, 
for  the  happening  of  the  contingency  within  the  period  of 
twenty-one  years,  (for,  the  trust  not  being  supposed  to  be 
restricted  to  any  life  or  lives,  or  to  any  particular  period,  no 
other  term  is  admissible;  and  it  may,  perhaps,  be  ques- 
tionable, whether  even  the  term  of  years  can  be  taken  as  a 
substantive  and  independent  perio<I;)  a  general  discharge 
of  debts  would,  perhaps,  not  be  an  event  of  too  remote 
expectancy,  with  reference  to*  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities. 
But,  as  it  is  clear,  that,  by  acknowledgments  or  from  con- 
tinuance of  disability,  a  charge  or  debt  may  be  kept  alive  or 
subsist  for  a  longer  period  than  twenty  years,  and,  even,  (in 
the   case  of  successive  acknowledgments)  to  an  indefinite 
time,  there  is  no  security  for  the  satisfaction  or  determina- 
tion of  the  trust  within  the  allowed  limits  of  remoteness. 

(ff)  Sec  PoweW%  n.  to  P.  Ex.  Dcv.  282-  299. 
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It  seems  certain,  therefore,  that,  if  the  trust  for  payment  of 
debts  be  considered  as  creating  a  contingency,  whereby  the 
period  at  which  the  subsequent  fee  is  to  take  efiect  in  defeas- 
ance of  the  fee  vested  in  the  trustees,  must  be  ascertained, 
that  period  is  liable  to  the  objection  of  being  too  remote; 
because  the  event  of  a  general  dischaige  of  debts,  and,  con- 
sequently, the  commencement  of  the  future  interest,  being 
indefinite,  it  is  uncertain,  in  point  of  time,  whether  it  may 
not  exceed  the  limits  allowed  by  law  for  the  creation  of 
executory  estates,  (h)  And,  treating  the  question  as  one  of 
the  validity  of  the  ulterior  limitation  as  a  legcJ  Executory 
devise  or  Shifting  Use,  it  is  plain,  that  this  is  the  only  light 
in  which  the  contingency  in  question  can  be  r^arded. 
For,  (i)  although  it  be  true,  that  there  is  nothing  more  to 
confine  the  effect  of  the  words,  ''from  and  after,**  or, 
''when,^  &c,  in  construction,  to  the  time  of  the  actual 
possessory  enjoyment  of  the  interest  introduced  by  them, 
than  there  is  in  the  common  limitation  of  an  estate  to  a 
man,  for  life,  and  from  and  afler  his  decease,  then,  to 
another,  &c. ;  and  that  such  words  only  denote  the  order  or 
course  of  the  several  interests  connected  by  them,  expveasix^ 
the  priority  or  preference  of  the  antecedent,  and  the  poste- 
riority  or  subjection  of  the  subsequent,  in  point  of  nsufiruc- 
tuary  prevalence  or  effect,  without  preventing  the  latter 
from  a  concurrent  operation,  in  attaching  immediately  as 
vested  and  transferrible  interests  in  a  present  sabsisdr^ 
fund ;  yet,  it  is  undeniable,  that  such  reasonings  do  not  go 
to  the  point  of  the  capacity  of  the  future  limitation  to  take 
effect  as  a  legal  executory  estate,  the  which  can  only  be 
regarded  in  respect  to  the  period  or  event  whereat  or  whereon 
it  is  to  arise,  without  reference  to  any  immediate  or  anterior 
usufructuaiy  vesting  or  enjoyment. 

Perhaps,  no  question  could  ever  have  been  entertained 
upon  this  point,  but  for  the  important  difierence  obeervabk 


(A)  PlM0«O*8  n.  to  F.  El.  Der.  296.       (t)  Aw<tf*a  n.  to  F.  Ex.  Dtv.  )99. 
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between  executory  eetates,  etigrofted  on  a  limitatian  in  fee  dq>ending  cm 
for  pagrmeot  of  debts  ^^d  similar  estates  Hmited  upon  a  pure  Sms^od  oM^ 
absolftte  contiDgeiM^,  either  personal  to  die  tkst  taker,  01?  ^*^^er 
Qotiiln^tbe  fermer ease^  a  ^otioti  b$  a^t  to  obtain,  that'the  contbgendei. 
debl0i]Qasty  at  some  p&tOcA-^  0^1^' be  paid;  atid  that,  in 
the  xaban  lime,  as  to  the  irholept^rty,' Subject  to  ifheii^ 
aalnfiurtioxi)  and  afterwards,  as  t6  that '  jyortion  remaining, 
the  pttBon  entitled  under  liie'  ftitixre  llmitatiod  is  virtoalty 
the  owner.    In  the  other  case,  howerer.  Until  the  happen* 
ing  of  the  contingencyy  it  cannot  be  pr^cated,  that  the 
executory  limitation  will  ever  take  effect  at  all,  and  '•  there 
seems,  therefore,  a  more  palpable  and  tangible  necessity  for 
restricting  it  to  proper  bounds.     But  still,  strict  rule  and 
just  analogy  do  not  admit  of  our  regarding  the  legal  opera- 
tion of  die  future  limitation,  in  eidier  of  these  cases,  apart 
from  the  event  on  which  it  is  expressed  to  arise,  althoughi 
from  the  nature  of  one  of  them,  it  may  happen,  that  the 
object  of  the  future  limitation  is  virtually  entitled  prior  to 
the  defeazanoe  of  the  first  estate. 

And  the  rule,  here  insisted  upon,  seems  to  hold  equally,  wiietber  cir- 
although  the  quantum  or  amount  of  the  debts  be  ascertained  deb^^^L^ 
and  specified  For,  as  it  has  been  properly  said,  (i)  it  is  not  JJ^Um^^ 
the  unascertained  quantum  of  the  charge,  that  renders  the  affecu  the 
limitation  af)»r  payment  of  debts  too  remote,  as  an  ex-  ^ 
ecutory  or  ftiture  interest^  but  the  indefiniteness'  of  the 
period  or  time  of  paymenti  (ttiat  is,  of  the  commencement  of 
the  fiUuM  interest,)  that  prevents  ltd  takitig  effect'    The 
^lecificatioa  of  thedelbts  to  be  disdbntrged  advance  not  a 
step  towards  Hmiting  the  period  cX  their  being  raised  and 
paid :  that  remains  equally  unlimited  and  indefinite,  whether 
the  debts  be  ascertained,  or  not,  and  may  equally,  in  point 
of  time,  exceed  the  period  allowed  by  law  for  executory 
estates,  and,  consequently,  is  equally  liable  to  the  objection 
of  lemotenesSi         «' 

(A)  AtfdTs  n.  to  F.Ex.l>eT.  296, 297. 

8  S 
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The  impossibility  of  a  limitation  after  a  trust  for  general 
payment  of  debts  taking  effect  as  a  valid  legal  executory  es- 
tate being  thus,  in  point  of  principle,  established,  it  remains 
to  be  seen,  whether  such  limitations  can  be  regarded  as 
creating  present  trusts  in  equity,  to  take  effect  subject  to  die 
general  charge  of  debts. 

To  comprehend  clearly  the  position  of  this  question,  it 
may  be  useful,  to  recall  to  mind  the  fact,  that  the  complete 
ownership  of  land  involves  in  our  laws,  first,  the  estate  in 
the  land  itself,  and,  next,  the  right  to  take  the  profits ;  or, 
according  to  more  technical  phraseology,  the  legal  estate, 
and  the  use  or  beneficial  enjoyment  (/)    When  the  legal 
estate  is  vested  in  one  person,  and  the  beneficial  enjoyment 
belongs  to  another,  they  have  distinct  and  separate  estates  or 
interests ;  but  those  interests  are,  nevertheless,  concurrent, 
and  vest  at  the  same  moment  Where  the  legal  estate  is  Tested 
in  trust,  it  is  a  rule  of  equity,  that  so  much  of  the  trust  as  is 
not  disposed  of  remdns  in  the  alienor,  as  part  of  his  former 
estate*    It  follows,  therefore,  that  a  conveyance  or  devise  to 
trustees  and  their  heirs,  to  pay  debts,  or  to  them,  to  sell  and 
pay  debts,  passes  the  whole  estate  in  law  to  die  trustee,  and 
part  only  of  the  trust;  that  is,  the  trust  to  the  extent  of  the 
particular  purpose  mentioned :  and  the  residue  of  the  trust 
will  revert  to  the  grantor,  or  the  representatives  of  the 
devisor.    This  residue  of  the  trust  may,  however,  be  dis- 
posed of,  and  the  parties,  in  whose  fiivor  such  disposition  is 
made,  will,  in  equity,  be  deemed  the  real  owners,  and  may, 
at  any  time,  come  into  Court,  and  desire  the  surplus  of  the 
estate,  after  satisfiu^tion  of  the  debts,  to  be  conveyed  to 
them.     Upon  the  same  principle,  in  the  ease  of  terms 
created  by  the  owner  of  the  inheritance  for  particular  pur- 
poses, so  much  of  the  tnist  as  is  undisposed  of  results  to  the 
proprietor  of  the  inheritance,  and  constitutes  a  part  of  that 
inheritance.    The  beneficial  trust,  it  will  be  observed,  is  not 

(0  See  ANodTi  n.  to  F.  £i«  Dev.  287,  H  9tf. 
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to  wait,  for  its  taking  effect,  until  the  satisfaction  of  the  debts 
to  be  paid,  but  confers  a  present  subsisting  interest  in  posses- 
ion, subject  only  to  the  execution  of  a  trust  prior  in  the  order 
of  dispositions,  but  not  precedent  in  point  of  time.    There 
being,  therefore,  a  portion  of  the  trust  or  beneficial  owner- 
ship capable  of  immediate  disposition,  it  is  matter  of  no 
moment,  what  is  the  character  of  the  trust  which  is  to  be 
satisfied  before  that  portion  can  be  ascertained,  as  that  affects 
merely  the  question  of  the  quantum  of  estate  to  be  ulti- 
mately enjoyed  by  the  beneficial  owner,  and  not,  of  the  time 
or  period  of  its  taking  eflect    It  seems  clear,  therefore,  that, 
assuming  limitations  after  a  trust  for  payment  of  debts,  em- 
bracing the  fee-simple,  to  be  void,  as  giving  legal  executory 
estates,  they  are  valid,  as  present  trusts  in  equity,  waiting,  as 
to  the  fuller  ascertainment  of  the  quantum  of  estate  to  be 
affected  by  them,  until  the  performance  of  an  act  extrinsic 
to  such  limitations,  although  connected  with  another  con- 
current trust. 

llias  much,  in  point  of  principle  and  analogy.  The  little  Case  of 
authority  to  be  adduced  will  be  found  confirmatory  of  the  ^^Hl^  ^' 
suggestions  of  theory  and  rule.  In  Bagshaw  y.  Spencer^  {m) 
a  testator  devised  all  his  manors,  lands,  &c.,  to  trustees,  and 
their  heirs,  upon  trust,  that  they  should,  out  of  the  lands, 
&C.,  by  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits,  or  by  sale  or  mortgage 
of  the  whole,  or  so  much  as  should  be  necessary,  raise 
money  fi>r  the  payment  of  his  debts,  l^acies,  and  funeral 
expenses,  and  then,  as  to  one  moiety,  upon  tnist  for  and  to 
the  use  of  his  nephew,  T.  B.,  for  life,  with  remainders-over. 
Questions  arimng  as  to  the  construction  of  diflerent  limita- 
tions in  the  will,  an  incidental  point  was,  whether  the  limi^ 
tations,  subsequent  to  the  trust  for  payment  of  debts,  (which, 
it  vraa  held,  carried  the  whole  fee  to  the  trustees,)  might  be 
good  by  Executory  devise.  Lord  Chancellor  ffardwicke 
said,  that  the  devisee  could  not  take  a  legal  estate  by  Execu- 

(m)  I  Veg.  »r.  154. 
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tory-devise,  for  that  ii  was  too  remote,  being  after  all  debts 
indefinitely  be  paid,  which  mighty  in  point  of  time,  exceed  a 
life  or  lives  in  being,  or  any  other  period  allowed  bg  law: 
but  his  lordship  took  another  view  of  the  case,  which 
showed^  that,  even  supposing  the  limitation  was  a  good 
devise  in  law,  the  result  would  be  equally  un&Tcmible  to  the 
party  insisting  on  its  validity  as  a  legal  executory  estate. 
The  opinion  of  Lord  Hardwieke,  therefore,  cannot  be 
treated  as  an  express  adjudication  upon  the  point  in  question, 
although  it  is,  doubtless,  entided  to  all  the  weight  wluch 
attaches  to  the  observations  of  so  profound  an  equi^  judge. 
Case  of  In  the  case  of  Strong  v.  Teatt,  (n)  a  testator  devised  to 

his  wife  and  her  heirs,  certain  real  estate,  to  the  use,  mtent, 
and  purpose,  that  his  said  wife  should  receive,  out  of  the 
lands,  a  yearly  rent-chaige,  for  her  life,  and  to  the  further 
use  and  purpose,  that  his  said  wife  might,  by  sale  of  such  of 
the  said  lands  thereby  to  her  devised  as  should  be  necessaij, 
raise  so  much  money  as  might  be  sufficient  to  pay  off  and 
discharge  such  of  the  said  debts  as  should  not  be  paid  off 
and  discharged  out  of  his  personal  estate ;  and  as  to  so  much 
of  the  said  lands  and  tenements  as  should  remain  unsold,  to 
the  use  of  the  testator^s  son,  A.  M.,  for  his  life,  and  after  hb 
death,  to  the  uses  therein  mentioned.  Ejectment  being 
brought,  by  persons  claiming  under  some  of  the  devises^ 
against  a  party  deriving  title  under  a  conveyance  finom  the 
te8tator*s  heir,  a  chief  question  was,  whether  certain  property 
passed  under  the  will,  and,  as  incidental  to  that,  another 
point  which  arose  was,  whether  the  devisees  took  legal 
estates.  The  Court  of  B.  R.,  in  Ireland,  having  held,  that 
the  property  in  question  was  included  in  the  will,  also  ded- 
ded,  that  the  uses  were  legal  estates  executed,  sutgect  to  a 
charge  for  the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts,  (if  any  there 
were,)  and  a  power  in  his  widow  to  sell,  for  that  purpose; 
and  were  good  at  law,  though  devised  after  an  indefinite 

(n)  2  Burr.  9ia 
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payment  of  such  of  the  testator^s  debts  as  should  not  be  cKs- 
chaiged  by  his  personal  estate.     A  writ  of  error  being 
brought  in  B.  B.,  in  England,  it  is  stated  to  have  been 
elaborately  argued,  upon  the  question,  whether  the  parties 
bringing  the  ejectment  had  any  legal  estate  :  it  being  eon«- 
tended,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  in  ejectment,  that  the 
widow  took  the  I^;al  fee,  which  descended,  it  was  said,  to 
her  eldest  son  and  heir,  under  the  conveyance  from  whom 
the  defendant  claimed ;  or  that,  if  she  did  not,  the  devises 
thereof  after  payment  of  debts  generally  were  executory  and 
too  remote.     The  judgment  of  the  Court  in  Ireland  was  re- 
versed upon  the  point  as  to  the  property  in  question  passing 
by  the  will,  and  it,  therefore,  became  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider the  question  of  the  nature  of  the  estates  taken  by  the 
devisees.     Lord  Mansfield^  C.  J.,  however,  took  occasion  to 
draw  a  distinction  between  the  case  under  consideration  and 
that  of  Bagshaw  v.  Spencer,  before  stated,  which  had  been 
cited  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  in  opposition  to  the  legal 
right  of  the  claimants  under  the  will,  observing  that,  in  the 
latter  case,  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide  on  the  nature  of 
the  estates  takien  by  the  devisees,  as,  even  diould  it  be 
held,  that  they  took  valid  legal  estates,  such  a  construc- 
tion would  not,  under  the  particular  circumstances  of  that 
case,  assist  the  title  of  those  by  whom  it  was  urged.     His 
lordship,  also,  observed,  that,  though  he  gave  no  sort  of 
opinion  upon  the  case  before  him,  as  to  this  point,  it  might 
be  worth  considering,  whether  the  devise  were  not  upon  a 
double  contingency :  viz.,  if  there  should  be  debts,  then,  the 
testator's  wife  to  have  the  estate  for  payment  of  them  :  if 
no  debts,  then,  those  in  remainder  to  take.     A  further  writ 
of  error  was  brought  in  the  House  of  Lords:  but  their  lord- 
ships confined  the  counsel,  to  speak  to  the  point  of  the 
estates  in  question  being  intended  to  pass  by  the  devise,  and, 
the  judges  being  of  opinion  in  the  negative,  the  judgment  of 
reversal   was  affirmed,  without  any  discussion  upon  the 
<|ue8tion  pf  the  nature  of  the  interests  limited  to  the  devisees. 
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The  bearing  of  Lord  MansfieltTs  observation  in  this  case,  as 
it  has  been  properly  remarked,  (o)  is  sufficient  to  show,  that 
the  Courts  would  be  strongly  inclined  to  support  limitations 
after  a  trust  for  payment  of  debts  on  any  admissible  ground. 
It  is,  also,  to  be  observed,  that  the  reversal  of  the  judgment 
of  the  Irish  court  did  not  diminish  or  affect  the  authority  of 
its  opinion,  in  respect  to  the  operation  of  the  limitations  in 
the  will  after  payment  of  debts. 
CaseoUonear.  In  another  case,  the  trust-estate  limited  for  payment  of 
'^  ^  debts  was  held  to  be  confined  to  a  life  in  being,  and  there 

was,  therefore,  no  objection  to  the  subsequent  limitations 
creating  legal  interests;  as,  it  was  decided,  they  did.  The  case 
alluded  to  is  that  of  lady  Jones  v.  lord  Say  and  Seal,  (p) 
where  a  testatrix  devised  certain  real  estates,  to  trustees,  and 
their  heirs,  upon  trust  and  in  confidence,  in  the  first  place, 
out  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  to  pay  the  several  lega- 
cies, devises,  and  bequests,  thereinafter  mentioned,  and,  then, 
(after  giving  several  annuities  for  life,)  she  i^pointed  her 
trustees  to  pay  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  premises,  into  the  proper  hands  of  her  daughter, 
C.  R,  or  as  she,  by  any  writing,  &c.,  should  appoint,  fix* 
and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life ;  and  after  her,  (the 
said  daughter's)  decease,  the  trustees  to  stand  seised  of  the 
premises,  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  the  said 
daughter,  C.  F.,  severally  and  successively,  as  therein  men- 
tioned, with  remainders-over.  A  question  arising  upon  a 
recovery  suffered  by  C.  F.  and  her  husband,  it  was  to  be 
decided,  whether  the  limitations  to  the  former,  for  life,  and 
after  her  decease,  to  the  heirs  of  her  body,  were  of  such  a 
character,  as  to  unite  under  the  JRuie  in  ShelleyU  case. 
Lord  Chancellor  King  held,  that  the  use  was  executed 
in  the  trustees  and  their  heirs  for  the  life  of  C.  F.,  and 
that  she  had  only  a  trust  in  the  surplus  rents  and  profits, 
during  her  life ;  but  that,  by  the  subsequent  words,  ri z., 

(o)  PoveWM  n.  to  F,  Ex.  Do?.  297.  (p)  2  Bro.  Pari.  Cfc  458. 
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that  the  trustees  should  stand  seised  to  the  use  qF  the  heirs 
of  the  body  of  C.  F.,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  annul* 
ties,  &c,  the  uses  were  ezeci^ed  in  the  persons  entitled  to 
take  by  iirtue  thereof^  chaigeable  with  the  payment  of  the 
annuities^  and,  therefbre,  that  those  different  interests  could 
not  unite^  so  as  to  create  an  estate-tail^  by  operation  of  law» 
in  the  ancestor.  No  question  of  remoteness,  it  will  be  per- 
cei?ed|  arose  in  this  case ;  but  it  may,  perhaps,  be  con- 
sidered, as  indicating  a  disposition,  to  limit  the  duration  of 
the  estate  of  trustees  for  particular  purposes,  and  to  giye 
effect  to  ulterior  limitations  as  legal  interests,  when  an  inten- 
tion appears  in  fiivor  of  the  latter  construction,  and  violence 
is  not  thereby  done  to  the  proper  effect  of  the  limitation  to 
the  trustees,  as  necessarily  excluding  such  a  construction. 

Again,  in  another  case,  (q)  a  testator,  having,  upon  the 
marriage  of  his  daughters,  demised  an  estate,  to  trustees, 
upon  trusts  for  raising  certain  sums,  which  were  settled 
upon  the  daughters  and  their 'children,  by  his  will,  after 
chaiging  the  estate  with  other  sums,  to  be  settled  upon  the 
same  trusts,  with  portions  for  sons,  and  with  a  further  sum, 
in  discharge  of  a  mortgage  of  another  estate,  devised  it  unto 
and  to  the  use  of  other  trustees^  upon  trust,  from  time  to 
time,  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits,  and  to  invest  the 
same  in  the  purchase  of  stock,  so  as  to  accumulate  and  form 
a  fund  for  the  payment  of  the  aforesaid  charges ;  **  and  after 
the  same  should  have  been  ftiUy  raised  and  paid,"  in  trust, 
to  stand  possessed  of  the  property,  upon  the  trusts  in  the 
will  mentioned*  A  bill  was  filed  by  the  testator's  heir,  for 
the  purpose  of  disputing  the  validity  of  the  dispositions  in 
the  will;  and,  after  aigument,  Graham,  B.,  sitting  for  Sir 
Thomas  Plumer,  M.  R.,  observed,  as  follows : — *'  It  has  been 
contended,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  as  heir-at-law,  be- 
cause there  is  a  trust  for  certain  accumulations  which  look 
to  an  indefinite  period,  and  no  interest  is  given  to  any 

(q)  Baeom  v.  Prodor,  1  Turn.  &  Russ.  31.   And  see  1  Jam.  Pow.  Dev.  419. 
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person  till  after  the  accumulation  is  determined.  That  is 
not  my  view  of  the  case :  my  opinion  is,  that  the  testator^s 
intention  was,  simply,  to  provide  a  fund  for  some  specific 
debts  and  chaiges,  and,  then,  that  the  persons  endtled  should 
take.  He  had  no  intention  of  suspending  the  beneficial 
interest,  in  the  meantime  till  the  debts  and  chaif^es  should 
be  paid.  All  the  authorities  show,  that,  where  an  estate  is 
given  to  trustees  to  pay  debts,  and  then  to  a  person  desig* 
nated,  the  person  designated  takes  at  once  subject  to  the 
debts."  In  this  case,  it  will  be  observed,  there  could  be 
no  question,  as  to  the  limitations,  subsequent  to  the  trust  for 
paying  off  the  chaiges,  passing  valid  legal  executory  estates, 
since  it  was  clear,  that  the  testator  intended  the  legal  he 
still  to  reside  in  the  trustees,  or,  at  least,  that  he  did  not 
expressly  limit  it  over  after  the  satisfiu^tion  of  the  first  trust. 
But  the  case  is,  nevertheless,  valuable,  as  showing  the  dis- 
position  of  the  Courts,  to  treat  provisions  for  debts  as,  in 
fact,  mere  chaiges  upon  the  property  out  of  which  they  are 
made. 

These  authorities  give  rise  to  two  or  three  reflections, 
which,  it  seems  necessary  to  introduce,  in  order  to  the  com- 
pleteness of  our  inquiries  on  this  head. 


The  quefltioB,        1st.  The  Opinion  of  the  Irish  Court  of  B.  B.,  in  the 

deriie  in  fee  of  Strong  V.  Teattf  above  noticed,  and  the  decision  in  Bacon 

debte'SSTbe**'  ^'  ^^^<^^^f  Suggest  the  point,  as  to  a  trust  for  payment  of 

construed  as  a  debts,  though  ostensibly  carrying  a  fee  to  the  trustees,  being 

Goarffe  merely 

upo^  th^  regarded  in  the  light  of  a  charge  only  upon  the  property,  with 

sidera?'  ^^'    Si  power  of  sale  in  the  trustees  for  satisfaction  of  the  debts.   It 

is  certainly  true,  that,  so  regarded,  there  would  be  no  ob- 
jection to  the  limitations  subject  to  the  chaige,  on  the  score 
of  remoteness,  as,  upon  that  construction,  they  take  effect  at 
onoe,  although  liable  to  be  set  aside  by  an  exercise  of  the 
power,  as  in  the  ordinary  case  of  an  immediate  devise,  subject 
to  a  charge  of  debts.  But  the  objection  to  this  construction 
consists  in  its  total  disregard  of  the  form  and  proper  legal 
effect  of  the  Jiniitation  to  the  trustees:  the  one  beings 
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direct  gift  of  the  estate ;  and  the  other  vesting  the  entire 
oumership  of  the  property  in  the  trustees,  without  reference 
to  the  purpose  intended  to  be  effected  by  the  limitation. 
Doubtless,  the  construction  of  a  charge,  with  an  accompany* 
ing  power,  fully  answers  the  object  of  the  ^ft,  as,  thereby, 
eveiy  thing  can  be  effected,  which  is  contemplated  by  a 
direct  limitation  of  the  estate.  But,  it  seems  a  great  stretch 
of  the  judicial  functions,  to  disregard  the  established  rules 
of  law,  from  what  is,  at  best,  but  an  equitable  though  laud- 
able conaderation  of  the  real  designs  of  the  author  of  the 
limitations,  by  sustaining  and  harmonizing  his  general  dis- 
positive scheme.  Nor,  when  the  case  of  Strong  v.  Teatt  is 
closely  considered,  can  it  be  said  to  form  any  direct  autho- 
rity for  the  construction  under  consideration.  The  wording 
of  the  limitations,  in  that  case,  was  of  a  peculiar  character, 
and  abundantly  sufficient  to  warrant  a  Court  of  law,  anxious 
to  uphold  a  testator's  dispositions,  in  putting  the  construc- 
tion upon  them  there  adopted.  There  was  no  devise  of  the 
use  to  the  trustee,  except  in  regard  to  or  in  connexion  with 
the  particular  purposes  which  the  testator  had  in  view  in 
the  limitation  to  her,  and  then,  only  as  to  such  of  the  devised 
property  as  it  should  be  necessary  to  dispose  ol^  in  order  to 
answer  such  purposes.  As  to  the  residue  of  the  property, 
in  respect  to  which  no  use  had  been  declared,  the  testator 
proceeded  to  limit  uses ;  and  it  is  observable,  that  the  very 
same  words  {"  to  the  use  intent  and  purpose,*^  by  which 
the  testator  reserved  an  annuity  for  the  trustee,  who  was  his 
widow,  he  used  in  declaring  the  trust  or  power  of  sale,  being 
words,  frequently  in  use  for  limiting  or  reserving  estates 
or  interests  not  embracing  the  whole  fee,  or  not  extending  to 
the  fee  of  the  whole  property  devised.  Strong  v.  Teatt, 
therefore,  cannot  be  treated  as  an  authority  in  fiivor  of  any 
such  prindple  of  construction  as  that  suggested,  in  the  case 
of  limitations  of  less  ambiguous  import,  and  possessing  more 
of  the  character  of  an  express  devise  of  the  estate.  We 
have  already  seen,  that  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  devise  in 
Bacon  v.  Proctor,  does  not  admit  of  that  case  being  adduced 
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as  an  adjudication  favorable  to  the  construction   under 
consideration. 

Perhaps,  some  countenance  is  afforded  to  the  doctrine 
by  the  case  of  Hawker  v.  Hawker^  (r)  in  which,  a  testator 
by  his  will  devised  all  his  real  estates  in  several  parishes,  to 
trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  upon  trust,  as  soon 
as  convenient,  after  his  decease,  to  sell  his  estate  at  H.,  and, 
with  the  money  produced  by  the  sale,  to  pay  his  debts ;  and, 
in  case  the  fund  should  not  be  sufficient,  then,  as  to  his  estate 
at  F.,  upon  trust,  to  sell  that  also,  in  order  to  make  good  the 
deficiency ;  but  in  case  it  should  not  be  necessary,  then,  as  to 
his  estate  at  F.,  and  his  other  remaining  estates,  in  trusty  to 
receive  the  rents  and  profits,  till  his  daughter  came  of  age, 
and,  then,  to  pay  such  of  the  rents  and  profits  as  had  not 
been  applied  to  her  maintenance  and  education,  together 
with  the  surplus  money  arising  fix>m  the  sale  of  his  estate 
at  F.,  if  it  should  be  sold,  to  his  daughter,  upon  coming  of 
age,  and,  bom  that  period,  to  the  use  of  the  trustees,  for 
the  life  of  his  daughter,  and  after  her  death,  to  the  use  of 
her  children;  and  by  a  codicil  to  his  will,  in  which  the 
testator  made  an  alteration  as  to  the  trustees^  he  devised 
to  the  new  tnistees  therein  named,  and  to  the  survivors 
and  survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  such  survivor, 
'^such  estates  as  aforesaid,  in  trust  as  aforesaid."  The 
estate  at  H.,  when  sold,  proved  sufficient  to  pay  the  tes- 
tator's debts.  On  a  case  fix>m  Chancery,  it  was  held,  in 
B.  R.,  that  the  trustees,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of 
them,  and  the  heirs  of  the  survivor,  took  only  an  interest  for 
the  life  of  the  daughter,  in  the  remaining  estates  at  F.  and 
elsewhere.  The  line  of  aigument  adopted  at  the  bar,  and 
which  must  be  presumed  to  have  influenced  the  Conit, 
was,  that  the  words  in  the  will,  as  to  the  sale  of  F.,  were 
conditional,  as  the  testator  only  directed  a  sale,  in  case  the 
estate  at  H.  should  not  prove  sufficient;  and  that  he  ex- 
pressly contemplated  the  probability  of  no  such  necessi^ 

(r)  3  B.  &  Aid  537. 
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existing;  and,  therefore,  Id  the  event  of  its  not  being  requiitKl, 
gave  the  property  to  the  same  uses  as  the  other  estates ;  and 
that,  until  the  necessity  arose,  the  estate  should  pass  to  the 
persons,  for  whom  the  uses  were  declared ;  a|)otP6r  of  sale  only 
immediately  vesting  in  the  trustees,  as  in  the  case  of  a  devise, 
that  land  should  be  sold  by  executors.    This,  it  will  be  ob- 
served, was  not  an  aii^udication  upon  the  simple  question, 
whether  every  devise  in  trust  lor  payment  of  debts  creates  any 
diing  more  than  a  cbaige,  with  a  power  to  sell,  but,  whether 
the  difference  in  the  trusts  declared  of  the  estate  at  F.,  from 
those  expressed  as  to  the  H.  estate,  was  not  such  as  to  render 
it  clear,  the  testator  intended,  in  r^ard  to  the  former,  to 
invest  the  trustees  with  a  power  only.    The  real  question 
would  have  occurred  for  conmderation,  had  a  sale  not  taken 
place,  or  had  not  been  necessary,  of  the  estate  at  H.     But 
the  decision,  doubtless,  evinces  a  disposition,  to  construe 
trusts  of  this  kind,  rather,  in  the  light  of  powers  or  authori- 
ties, than,  of  express  limitations  of  the  estate.     And,  if  the 
fiict,  that  the  trust  for  sale  of  the  F.  estate  was  made  con- 
tingent on  the  circumstance  of  a  necessity  existing  for  its 
exercise,  had  any  weight  with  the  Court,  it  becomes  a 
serious  question,  whether  every  trust  for  sale  for  payment  of 
debts  may  not  be  so  considered,  for  all  such  trusts  are 
created  only  as  auxiliary  to  the  personal  estate,  and  are 
also  intended  to  affect  the  property  subject  to  them,  only  so 
far  as  the  fulfilment  of  that  office  may  require.    But,  too 
much  reliance  cannot  be  placed  upon  this  conjecture,  the 
reasons  ior  the  opinion  of  the  Court  not  being  given. 

In  fine,  it  must  be  admitted,  that,  besides  the  deficiency  The  dootnnc, 
in  authority,  the  doctrine  in  question  is  attended  by  so  feeformiyr'° 
much  of  theoretical  difficulty,  that  nothing  but  an  exclusive  ,^^^|^  ^^^ 
regard  for  convenience  could  ever  induce  a  Court  of  law  to  charge, 

.     ,  •         i.  Ill  iDsupporUble. 

give  It  the  sanction  of  a  settled  rule. 

2.  The  above-quoted  observation  of  lord  Mansfield,  in  Whether  limi. 
the  case  of  Strong  v.  Teait,  suggests  the  question,  as  to  how  question  can 
far  trusts  for  payment  uf  debts  and  gifts  subject  to  them  may  ^^^'witT* 
bo  regarded  in  the  light  of  limitations  on  double  contingencies :  double  con. 
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as,  if  there  are  any  debts^  or^  in  case  of  a  deficiency  of  peraonal 
assets  to  discharge  debts,  to  the  trustee;  if  no  debts,  or  if 
no  deficiency  of  assets,  then,  to  the  persons  who  are  to  take 
beneficially.  Such  a  construction  has  the  advantage  of  not 
being  at  variance  with  any  established  rule  of  law,  as  is  (appa- 
rently) that  just  disposed  of.  But  it  seems  inadequate  for  any 
efiective  check  to  the  stringent  operation  of  the  perpetuity- 
rule  upon  the  class  of  limitations  under  consideration.  For, 
how  could  the  alternative  of  there  being  no  debts,  be  said 
to  be  realized,  if  there  were  any,  the  smallest,  unsatisfied 
obligation,  embraced  by  the  provision?  And  if  the  other 
alternative  have  any  efiect,  however  inconsiderable,  where 
is  the  preventive  of  the  violation  of  the  Rule  against  Per- 
petuities, so  far  as  respects  the  validity  of  the  ulterior  limi- 
tations, as  passing  legal  estates?  or,  if  the  contingency  were 
a  deficiency  of  personal  estate,  would  not  the  smallest  in- 
adequacy suffice  to  give  effect  to  the  provision  for  debts,  and, 
therefore,  to  leave  in  full  force  the  operation  of  the  perpe- 
tuity-rule, as  to  the  l^al  efiect  of  the  ulterior  limitations?: 
although,  by  the  construction  in  question,  they  might  take 
effect  as  legal  estates,  if  there  should  be  a  sufficiency  of 
assets ;  and  thatf  (as  it  should  seem)  without  regard  to  such 
fact  being  ascertained  immediately  on  the  decease  of  the 
testator. 
This  doctrme.       These  considerations  show,  that  the  construction  of  a  pro- 

if  tnstsniablOp 

«n  inauiBcient  vision  for  debts  being  merely  a  limitation  on  a  doable  contin- 
objection  of  g^i^cy ,  would  but  palliate  the  inconvenience  of  the  strict  rale, 
Femotenen  of    y^hich  Otherwise  denies  validity  to  the  ulterior  limitations 

limitations  atter  '^ 

denses  in  fee  as  legal  executory  estates.  As  before  observed,  however, 
debu.  so  fiur  as  it  may  serve  that  end,  tiiere  seems  no  antecedent 

objection  to  it,  upon  the  ground  of  any  rule  of  law:  the  con- 
tingency contemplated  \b  one  which  must  be  ascertained 
(either  in  fact,  or  by  eventual  relation,)  at  the  death  of  the 
testator ;  and  it  must,  according  as  it  happens  or  not,  at  that 
time  give  effect  to  or  intercept  the  limitations  subsequent 
to  the  provision  for  debts,  as  valid  estates  at  law.  But,  it 
will  be  remembered,  that  this  view  is  entirely  ocmjf 
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and  destitute  of  any  considerable  jodicial  sancdon ;  although 
it  is  recommended  by  that  manifest  convenience,  to  which, 
the  present  temper  of  our  Courts  is  not  indisposed  to  give 
attention. 

3,  A  third  observation  occurs  with  respect  to  this  class  of  Cmnimttance 
limitations,  not  immediately  connected  with  the  authorities  rendered 
which  have  been  noticed.   It  is,  that  the  character  of  a  chai^  t^all^ebtt* 
or  trust  for  payment  of  debts  on  real  estate  is  much  altered,  {^''Jj' ^  "^ 
and  its  importance  diminished,  by  the  statute,  3  &  4  GuL  4,  subBe<|ueiit  to 
a  104,  rendering  the  fineehold  and  copyhold  estates  of  de-  Sieir  satufac 
ceased  persons,  assets  for  the  payment  of  their  debts  of  ^^^ 
every  description.   An  argument  might  be  derived  from  this 
change  of  the  law,  to  the  effect,  that,  since  all  debts  are 
legally  payable  out  of  real  estate,  any  trust  or  provision 
for  their  satisftction  is,  in  fiu!t,  nugatory,  so  &r  as  the  liabi- 
lity of  such  estate  to  those  debts  is  concerned^  that  every 
devise  of  property,  although  not  expressly  referring  to  or 
providing  for  debts,  is,  in  realily,  subject  to  their  discharge, 
by  mere  operation  of  law,  and  cannot,  therefore,  have  com- 
plete effect,  until  that  discharge  takes  pUice;  and  Uiat, 
consequently,  to  render  a  limitation  void,  as  an  estate  at 
law,  for  remoteness,  by  reason  of  its  being  expressly  post- 
poned to  a  provision  for  debts  embracing  the  fee-simple,  is 
to  retain  the  shadow  of  a  distinction,  while  the  substance  no 
longer  exists. 

There  seems  much  weight  in  these  considerations ;  though  But  this  no 
it  may^  perhaps,  be  doubted,  whether  they  are,  at  best,  of  |[^gu^,Jfe°nt 
more  than  an  equitable  character.    It  may  be  asked,  what  •gunstrexnote- 

*  •/  '  Hess  of  inch 

IS  the  object  of  a  trust  for  payment  of  debts?  and  what  limitations, at 

law 

IS  the  purpose  to  be  eflfected  by  it?  Clearly,  to  enable  the 
trustee,  by  sale  or  mortgage,  to  raise  the  fund  requisite  for 
the  satis&ction  of  the  debts:  with  that,  his  power  and  duty 
end;  and  the  beneficial  interest  of  the  ulterior  devisee 
thereupon  accrues.  But,  what,  it  may  be  said,  is  there,  in 
this,  that  cannot  be  equally  effected,  by  means  of  a  suit  in 
equity,  although  an  express  chai^  or  provision  be  want- 
ing ?    And  what  substantial  distinction,  therefore,  is  there. 
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even  at  law,  between  the  position  of  the  devisees  subject  to 

the  trust  for  payment  of  debts,  in  the  one  case,  and  the 

immediate  devisees,  in  the  other?    The  difficulty,  it  must 

be  confessed,  in  the  way  of  the  conclusion  to  which  this 

reasoning  leads,  consists  in  the  existence  of  an  express 

devise   in  fee  for  satisfaction  of  the  debts;  a  limitation 

which,  as  to  the  legal  operation  of  the  gifts  subject  to  it,  must 

be  r^arded  abstractedly  from  the  purposes  it  serves,  and 

cannot  be  determined  with  the  answering  of  those  purposes^ 

otherwise  than  by  a  valid  Executofy  devise,  to  take  effect 

on  that  event;  the  existence  of  which  is  the  very  questiom 

under  consideration.     And  this,  it  will  be  remembered^  is 

the  same  objection  which  attaches  to  the  construction  of 

trusts  for  payment  of  debt%  as  mere  charges  for  that  pm^ 

pose :  it  implies  a  disregard  of  the  essential  featuxe  of  such 

trusts,  as  express  limitations  of  the  estate;  the  duvacter, 

extent,  and  effect  of  which,  must  be  decided  upon  strict 

legal  rules,  hitherto  jealously  guarded  from  intruacm. 

laclinatioii  of        How  far  the  influence  of  one  or  more  of  these  reflections, 

bably  favorable  Combined  with  the  consideration  of  the  convenience  of  some 

^i^J^JJ^"**"  escape  firom  the  rigorous  application  of  the  perpetuity-mle 

in  the  class  of  cases  here  considered,  may  induce  our  judges 

to  sanction  and  establish  limitations  afier  provisions  for 

payment  of  debts,  as  valid  legal  estates,  it  would  be  pre* 

mature  to  determine ;  although  the  writer  inclines  to  think, 

that  some  effort  towards  such  a  conclusion  will  be  made  by 

our  Courts  of  law,  whenever  the  question  may  directly 

demand  consideration. 

Same  rales  It  may  be  remarked,  that,  although  reference  has  been 

inaiutio^  in     here  principally  made  to  limitations  afler  testameniarjf  pfo- 

deeds,  after^    visions  for  payment  of  debts,  limitations  by  deed,  after 

payment  of       conveyances  in  fee  for  a  like  purpose,  are  in  the  same  pre- 

debts  emoraC'  « 

ingfee.  dicament;  the  question  being,  in  that  case,  whether  the 

ulterior  gifb  can  take  effect  as  Shifting  Uses^  and  not,  as 
Executory  devises,  (rr) 

(rr)  See  Appendii,  No.  V. 
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Section  II. 

LimUations  after  or  subject  to  a  trust  of  dccumulation  of 
income  for  renewal  of  unexpired  leases* 

The  fint  obsenration  which  occurs  with  respect  to  this  If  uneipired 
class  of  limitations,  is,  that  the  mere  circumstance  of  such  not  greater 
trusts  being  unlimited  will  not,  of  itself,  render  them  void ;  o^y^^^^se 
for,  as  the  duration  of  terms  of  vears  is  determined  and  limiutions  not 
fixed,  the  period  dtmng  which  they  have  to  run  most  be  """^^ 
deemed  to  be  actually  specified  in  the  limitation,  as  ascer- 
taming  the  extreme  limit  of  its  operation.  Whenever,  there- 
fore, trusts  of  die  kind  mentioned  have  reference  to  leases, 
whose  unexpired  term  does  not  exceed  twenty-one  years,  (for 
lives  in  being  cannot,  of  course,  form  part  of  the  period  of 
remoteness^  when  none  are  selected  by  the  author  of  the 
limitations,)  they  are  valid^  without  being  expressly  restricted 
to  that  limit  of  time,  as  they  are,  ex  necessitate,  confined 
to  a  period  which  is  not  too  remote;  and  all  limitations 
subject  to  such  trusts  are,  consequently,  so  &r  as  respects 
their  connexion  vrith  these,  valid  also. 

But,  when  the  unexpired  term  of  the  leases  exceeds  Butifunex- 
twenty-one  years,  and  there  is,  therefore,  nothing  to  neces-  leases'ezcln^ 
sitate  a  renewal  within  that  time,  a  trust  for  accumulation  of  hmltatlmu"' 
income,  in  order  to  such  a  renewal,  must  be  void,  as  not  '^^  ^>^  ^ 

accamalation 

necessarily  to  take  effect  within  the  prescribed  limits  of  for  their 
remoteness ;  and  all  limitations  subject  to  that  trust  are,  also,  remoTe.  *  ^^ 
void.  In  that  case,  they  are  within  the  general  operation  of 
the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  which  is  violated,  unless  the 
limitation  be  expressly  restricted  to  take  effect  within  a  life 
or  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years,  or,  within  twenty- 
one  years,  simply. 

Where^  indeed,  the  property,  which  b  to  be  benefited  by  if  a  riffht  will 
the  trust  for  renewal,  is  so  limited,  as  that  there  will,  of  a  j^^e^imon 
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interested  in      certainty,  be  a  vested  interest  in  the  property,  and,  there- 
renewed,  to  put  fore,  in  the  accumulated  fund,  in  some  person  competent  to 
^cumulation,    ^^  ^^^  both,  within  the  prescribed  period,  the  trust  for 
^^^1°  P^P^     renewal,  though  in  itself  unrestrained  and  too  remote,  will 
nutations  in     be  good,  by  reason  of  the  extrinsic  circumstance,  that  there 
^      ^°  ^        must  be  a  person  having  power  to  prevent  the  further  accu- 
mulation of  the  fund,  within  the  legal  period,  and,  therefore, 
to  avert  the  mischief  which  the  law  desires  to  avoid. 

But,  this  power  must  be  one  that  will  necessarily  exist 
and  be  exerciseable,  and  not  merely  such  as  can  be  put  in  use 
only  by  the  voluntary  coalition  or  agreement  amongst  them- 
selves, of  persons  severally  interested  in  the  proper^;  and, 
therefore,  a  limitation  to  a  class  of  persons,  after  a  prior  gift 
for  life,  though  to  vest  within  the  prescribed  limits,  is  not 
such  as  will  validate  an  unrestricted  trust  for  renewal,  since 
there  will  not  necessarily  be  a  right  in  any  one  person  to 
put  a  stop  to  accumulation,  and  deal  with  the  accumulated 
fund,  within  the  proper  period* 
Circnmstanoe         And  SO,  also,  it  is  not  a  su£Scient  aigument,  in  support  of 
Um^forl^e,  ^  Validity  of  these  trusts,  that  the  property,  to  be  benefited 
and  pmsibtlity    by  jhe  renewal  they  provide  for,  is  given  to  a  person  m  ene, 
of  such  life       for  life,  and  that  it  is  possible,  such  tenant  for  life  may  live 
lease,  not         throughout  the  wholc  period  which  the  leases  have  to  run, 

snp^rTttoe     ^^^  *^*'  ^^7  ™*y»  therefore,  eventually  be  renewed  without 

limitatioDs.       violating  the  Rule  against   Perpetuities.     This  event  is 

merely,  what  it  pretends  to  be>  a  contingent  possibility ; 

the  which,  it  is  needless  to  remark,  can  never  satisfy  the 

perpetuity-rule. 

Case  of  Curtis       An  instance  of  this  class  of  limitations  occurred  in  the 

recent  case  of  Curtu  v.  Lukin,  {$)  where  a  testator  be- 
queathed certain  leasehold  messuages,  to  trustees,  in  trust 
for  his  niece,  E.  C,  for  life,  for  her  separate  use,  and  after 
her  decease,  in  trust  for  any  children  the  said  £  C.  might 
leave,  to  be  divided  equally  between  them,  with  limitatioDfr- 
over ;  and,  after  certain  intermediate  bequests,  the  testator 

(s)  Reported  in  6  Jur.  721. 
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gave  other  leasehold  property  to  the  same  trustees,  in  trust, 
to  receive  the  rents  thereof,  and  lay  out  the  same  at  interest, 
until  the  term  which  should  be  held  in  his  said  leasehold 
messuages,  thereinbefore  bequeathed  to  the  said  K  C.  and 
her  children,  should  be  nearly  expired,  and,  then>  to  pay 
and  apply  such  part  thereof  as  should  be  necessary,  in  the 
renewal  of  the  same  leasehold  messuages,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  respective  persons  to  whom  he  had  before  given  the 
same ;  and  as  to  the  money  arising  fix)m  the  rents  of  the  said 
houses  lastly  bequeathed,  and  the  interest  arising  therefrom, 
after  answering  the  purposes  aforesaid,  in  trust  for  E.  V., 
S.  v.  C,  and  E.  C,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them ; 
and  the  testator  gave  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal 
estate,  as  therein  mentioned.    The  leases  of  the  houses 
bequeathed  to  E.  C.  and  her  children  had,  at  the  time  of 
the  testator's  decease,  respectively,  sixty-two  years,  and 
sixty -eight  years,  to  run.     E.  C.  entered  into  the  possession 
of  the  houses  bequeathed  to  her,  and  had  ever  since  con- 
tinued in  the  enjoyment  thereof.    The  trustees  accumulated 
the  rents  of  the  houses  secondly  bequeathed,  for  some  years 
after  the  testator's  death,  and  then  distributed  the  accu- 
mulations amongst  the  testator's  residuary  legatees.     A  bill 
was  filed  against  the  representatives  of  the  trustees,  chaiging 
that  the  latter  ought  to  have  accumulated  the  rents  of  the 
houses  secondly  bequeathed,  for  the  purpose  of  renewing 
the  leases  of  those  first-mentioned ;  and  praying,  that  it 
might  be  declared,  that  the  trustees  had  committed  a 
breach  of  trust,  and  were  liable  to  make  good  the  fimd 
which  ought  to  have  been  accumulated,  and  that  a  compe- 
tent part  of  such  fund  might  be  applied  in  renewing  the 
fijnst-mentioned  leases.     One  of  the  grounds  of  defence  to 
the  bill  was,  that  the  trust  for  accumulation  was  void  for 
remoteness ;  in  support  of  which,  it  was  contended,  that  the 
enjoyment  of  the  accumulated  fund  might  have  been  sus- 
pended for  a  longer  period  than  a  life  or  lives  in  being  and 
twenty-one  years;  and  that  it  was  not  sufiicient,  to  take  the 

T   T 
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case  out  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  that  £.  C.  might 
have  lived  through  the  whole  period  for  which  the  leases 
had  to  run,  or  that  parties  might  be  ascertained,  within  the 
time  limited  by  law,  competent  to  dispose  of  the  fund. 
Lord  LangdaUy  M.  R.,  held,  that,  as  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  testator,  that  the  accumulation  should  go  on,  until  a 
period  expired,  that  might  be  beyond  the  limits  fixed  by 
law,  and  which  could  not  be  prevented  by  any  power  given 
in  the  will,  but  only,  if  the  parties  entided  came  to  an  agree- 
ment amongst  themselves,  the  trust  for  accumulation  could 
not  be  sustained,  and  the  bill  must  be  dismissed*     In  this 
case,  it  will  be  observed,  the  limitation  subject  to  the  trust  of 
accuiqulation  was  treated  as  void  for  remoteness,  the  ac- 
cumulated rents  being  paid  to  the  residuary  legatees,  as 
such ;  although,  it  is  true^  they  were  the  very  individuals,  in 
whose  favor  the  limitation  subsequent  to  the  invalid  trust 
was  made.     There  cannot  be  a  doubt,  that  such  limitation 
was  void,  seeing  that  it  was  not  to  attach,  and  could  not 
attach,  until  complete  satisfaction  of  the  directions  to  acca- 
mulate,  which  were  too  remote. 

In  the  late  case  of  Boyd  v.  Buckley  {t)  also,  there  was  a 

similar  direction  for  accumulation,  until  the  expiration  of  a 

term  in  a  leasehold  estate  bequeathed  by  the  will ;  althouf^ 

the  trust  of  the  accumulations  was  not  for  renewal  of  the  lease, 

but,  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons,  whose  income  under  the 

will  would  suffer  by  its  expiration :  as,  however,  the  lease 

had  only  four  years  to  run  at  the  testator's  death,  no  question 

of  remoteness  arose  on  the  construction  of  the  wilL 

If  expiration  of      When  there  is  an  express  provision,  that  the  expiration  of 

res^rte^^o  ^  ^^  leases,*  which  is  to  give  effect  to  the  trust  of  acx:umula- 

objection  to       ^j^jj^  gjj|j|  happen  within  the  proper  period  of  a  specified 

tations.  life  or  lives  and  twenty-one  years,  it  is,  of  course,  clear,  that 

the  limitations  subject  to  such  trust  are  perfectly  valid. 
If  trust  of  It  will  be  hereafter  seen,  that,  when  the  trust  of  accumu- 

(0  10  Sim.  596. 
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latJOD  is  merely  engrafted  on  limitations,  in  themselves  valid,  accumulation 
and  otherwise  of  immediate  operation,  any  invalidity  that  grifted  on 
may  attach  to  the  former,  will,  in  no  wise,  affect  the  latter,  oSendw* 
which  are,  in  that  case,  simply  disencumbered  of  the  void  ^JfjJJf*®'  "** 
directions  for  accumulation. 
It  is  almost  unnecessary  to  remark,  that,  in  the  case  of  ^f}^  fr<>™ 

,  .       which  compu- 

trusts  of  this  kind  being  declared  by  deed,  the  period  of  its  tation  of 

execution  is  the  time  fix)m  which  the  unexpired  term  of  the  ^^S?2!m-  "" 

lease  must  be  computed;  and  that,  where  created  by  will,  the  "»«»<»• 
computation  is  to  be  made  from  the  death  of  the  testator. 


Section  HI. 

LwiUeUions  of  personal  chattels  to  go  or  descend  as  heir' 
loonus  with  real  estate  entailed  in  strict  settlement. 

In  order  to  a  clear  conception  of  the  nature  of  the  limita-  Explanation 
tions  here  alluded  to,  the  student  must  be  apprised,  that,  on  these  limita- 
settlements  of  family-estates,  in  the  usual  mode  of  entail,  it  *'®"^ 
not  unfirequently  happens,  that  there  are  certain  chattels 
personal,  such  as,  furniture,  plate,  pictures,  &c.,  previously 
held  with  the  property,  which,  it  is  desired,  should  be  trans- 
mitted and  enjoyed  togetherwith  the  settled  estates,  as  appur- 
tenant to  these.  To  effect  this  purpose,  it  is  sometimes  pro- 
vided, by  a  clause  in  the  settlement,  that  these  articles  shall 
be  held  by  the  trustees,  to  whom  they  are  limited,  in  trust 
for  the  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  under  the  limita- 
tions of  the  real  estate,  or,  according  to  technical  phraseology, 
as  heir-looms.     Under  such  a  trust,  it  is  plain,  the  chattels 
vest  absolutely  in  the  person  first  becoming  tenant  in  tail 
by  virtue  of  the  settlement ;  (u)  that,  as  has  been  before 

(u)  Foley  V.  BunUa,  1  Bro.  C.  C.      Carr  v.  lord  ErroU  14  Ves.  478.    . 
274.      Va^han  y.  Burilem,  3  ib.  10 
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Intentioii 
iFeheralljr  is, 
ihatcUtteb 
shall  not  vest 
absolately 
in  tenant  in 
tail  dying  un- 
der twenty- 
one  without 
isBiie. 


EifiMStOfy^ttl 


observed,  being  always  the  e£Pect  of  a  limitation  of  peison- 
alty,  directly  or  indirectly  by  words  which  would  create  an 
estate-tail  in  realty.  Upon  the  assumption,  therefore,  that 
the  limitations  of  the  settled  estates  are  valid,  there  can  be 
no  objection,  in  point  of  remoteness,  to  gifts  of  chattels  of 
the  kind  supposed* 

And  it  is  to  be  observed,  that,  although  the  trust  be,  for 
the  persons  for  the  time  being  in  possession,  under  the  limi- 
tations of  the  realty,  the  title  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  to  the 
absolute  interest  in  the  chattels,  will,  not  depend  on  his 
actually  coming  into  possession  of  the  property,  by  surviving 
prior  tenants  for  life;  for,  as  lord  Loughborough  once  re- 
marked, (f?)  if  the  chattels  do  not  vest,  in  the  case  of  an 
infant  tenant  in  tail  dying  before  his  estate  becomes  posses- 
sory, neither  can  they,  in  that  of  a  son  attaining  twenty- 
one  in  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life ;  and  the  testator  or 
d^ttlor  could  have  had  no  idea  of  a  case,  in  which  the  real 
estate  might  be  sold,  and  yet  the  chattels  remain. 

But,  it  is  generally  desired,  that  no  tenant  in  tail  shall 
acquire  the  absolute  interest  in  the  chattels,  unless  he  lives 
to  enjoy  full  power  over  the  settled  estates,  or  his  remainder 
in  tail  thei:ein,  (which  is  not  the  case  until  his  attainm&at  of 
the  age  of  twenty^^me,)  or  unless  he  dies,  without  acquiring 
that  power,  leaving  issue  inheritable  to  the  entaiL  Tlie 
conscfquence  of  not  providing  for  the  contingency  of  the 
tenant  in  tail  not  attaining  twenty-one,  or  of  his  death  under 
twenty-one  vrithout  issue,  is,  that  the  enjoyment  of  the 
settled  property  and  the  accompanying  chattels  may  be 
severed  at  an  unnecessarily  early  period ;  as,  suppodng  the 
chattels  to  be  absolutely  vested  in  the  tenant  in  tail  on  his 
birth,  they  will  belong  to  his  personal  representative  after 
his  death,  (without  reference  to  his  leaving  issue  survivii^ 
or  not,)  who  will,  in  all  probability,  be  a  person  unconnected 
with  the  succession  to  the  landed  property. 

To  meet  this  contmgency,  it  is  frequently  provided,  that 

(0)  In  FoUjf  V.  BwMtt,  ttfrt  Mjprs. 


SECT,  m.]  AS  HRIR-LOOMS.  64$ 

the  chattels  shall,  cafar  as  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  will  fiur  m  the  rales 

of  law  and 

permit^  be  held  upon  the  same  trusts  as  those  declaied  of  iequit^  will 
the  settled  property.    By  virtue  of  this  provision,  a  settle-  Sj^parpwe. 
ment  of  the  chattels,  similar  to  that  of  the  real  estate,  may 
be  effectuated,  though  not  to  the  fiill  extent  permitted  by 
the  Rule  against  Perpetuities^  yet,  so  as  to  carry  out  the  in- 
tention  of  linking  together  the  real  and  personal  estate,  to  a 
convenient  extent  allowed  by  law.  (w)   It  follows,  therefore, 
that,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the  first  tenant  in  tail 
wider  twenty-nme  without  leaving  issue,  the  property  will  go 
over  to  the  next  succeeding  tenant  in  tail,  and,  so  on,  to  the 
others,  till  one  of  them  attains  twenty-one,  or  dies  under  that 
age  leaving  issue ;  as  the  event  of  a  tenant  in  tail  living  to  the 
age  of  twenty-one  can  never,  according  to  the  usual  mode  of 
settlements,  exceed  the  period  of  lives  in  being  and  twenty- 
one  years ;  although,  of  course,  if,  by  reason  of  the  parent  of 
the  tenant  in  tail  being  unborn,  or  otherwise,  the  birth  of 
such  tenant  in  tail  may  be  postponed  beyond  a  life  in  being, 
no  limitation,  to  take  effect  in  the  event  of  his  not  attaining 
majority,  can  be  allowed. 

It  has,  indeed,  been  said,  (x)  that  chattels,  directed  to  go 
as  heir-looms  with  an  estate,  ^<  as  far  as  the  rules  of  law  and 
equity  -will  permit,''  vesilt  in  the  iirst  tenant  in  tail  whjo 
comes  in  esse  ;  but  the  maniiert  intent  and  just  effect  of 
those  words,  and  the  general  usage  and  opinions  of  prac- 
titioners, alike  lead  to  a  contrary  conclusion. 

To  avoid  doubt  upon  this  point,  an  express  provision  is  Ezprets  pro- 
not  uncommonly  met  with,  to  the  effect,  that  the  chattels  chains  sliall 
shall  not,  for  the  purpose  of  transmission  to  representatives,  "JJJ^i-  5n 
vest  absolutely  in  any  person  made  tenant  in  tail  by  purchase  tenant  in  tail 
of  the  settled  estates,  unless  or  until  such  person  shall  attain  the  attain  twenty- 
ageofttventy-one  years,  or  die  under  that  age  leaving  issue  in-  ^^eMbat  age 
heritable  to  the  entail.    This  provision,  it  is  manifest,  offers  ^«*^^  "»"*• 

(»)  See  Neweatth  y.  Lincoln,  12      5  Madd.  337. 
Ves.  218  ;    Southan^n  T.  Hertford,  (x)  See   Vaughan  ▼.  Bunkm,  nbi 

2  Ves.  &  B.  63 ;  Gower  v.  Gronmtor,      supra ;  Lewin  on  Trusts^  72. 
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which  are 
partially  ex« 
posed  to 
objection  of 
remoteness. 


no  violation  to  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  as  connected 
with  the  ordinary  series  of  limitations  in  settlements,  for,  as 
the  children  of  persons  in  esse  are  generally  made  tenants  in 
tail,  any  limitation,  contemplating  the  contingency  of  their 
deaths  under  twenty-one,  must  be  valid ;  although,  as  was 
above  noticed,  if  the  tenants  in  tail  will  not  necessarily  be 
bom  (if  at  all)  at  the  expiration  of  lives  in  being,  any  limi- 
tation, providing  for  the  event  of  their  deaths  under  twenty- 
one,  must  be  void,  as  too  remote. 

It  will  be  observed,  that  this  provision  merely  meets  the 
case  of  a  tenant  in  tail,  by  purchase^  dying  under  twenty- 
one,  and  not,  of  such  a  contingency  happening  with  respect 
to  an  heir  in  tail,  claiming  under  a  tenant  in  tail  having  or 
not  having  attained  twenty-one ;  and  in  the  event,  thete- 
fore,  of  such  tenant  in  tail  by  purchase  dying  under  twenty- 
one,  leaving  issue,  the  chattels  would  vest  absolutely  in  the 
heir  in  tail,  although  he  might  die  in  his  minority :  and  it 
is  needless  to  observe,  that  any  provision,  applicable  to  the 
case  of  a  tenant  in  tail,  by  descent,  dying  under  twenty-one, 
would  be  void,  as  too  remote,  that  contingency  not  neces- 
sarily happening,  if  at  all,  within  the  prescribed  limits. 

Thus  far,  we  have  considered  the  modes  in  which  chattels 
personal  may  be  limited  as  heir*looms,  without  any  contrar 
vention  of  the  provisions  of  the  perpetuity-rule. 

Resort  has,  at  times,  however,  been  had  to  this  kind  of 
settlement  of  chattek,  in  apparent  reference  to  the  legally 
established  distinctions  with  respect  to  it,  but  in  a  manner 
to  occasion  an  infiringement  of  the  Rule  against  Peipetmties. 
Tlie  most  frequent  instances  of  attempts  of  this  kind  are  to 
be  found  in  those  cases,  where  it  is  desired  to  limit  plate,  &c., 
so  that  it  may  attend  the  descent  of  a  title  or  dignity,  and 
may  be  enjoyed  in  succession  by  the  inheritors  of  it  In  soch 
cases,  it  seems,  that  the  operation  of  the  perpetuity-rule  is  not, 
wholly  to  vitiate  the  trust  declared  of  the  chattels,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  class  of  persons  taking  concurrently;  where,  if  the 
gift  be  bad  as  to  some,  on  the  ground  of  perpetuity,  it  is  void 
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as  to  all,  since  it  is  impossible  to  determine,  what  shares,  those 
members  of  the  classy  as  to  whom  the  gift  might  have  been 
good,  are  to  take ;  bat  the  effect  of  remoteness  attaching 
to  any  of  the  remoter  links  in  a  chain  of  successive  trusts,  of 
the  class  under  conaideraticm,  is,  for  the  most  part,  to  invali- 
date all  sabsequent  to  the  first,  which  takes  effect ;  as  it 
must  necessarily  happen,  that  the  person  first  becoming 
interested  is  a  valid  object  of  the  limitadon,  or  it  would  be 
void  ab  initio. 

Thus,  in  the  case  of  lord  Deerhurst  v.  duke  of  St.  Air  Case  of 
*««**  (y)  formerly  noticed,  (a)  lord  V.  bequeathed  to  trus-  S^IJJ^  ^* 
tees,  all  his  household  goods,  furniture,  pictures,   books, 
linen,  IkCy  upon  trust  for  his  wife,  for  her  life,  and  afier  her 
death,  for  his  son,  A.  B.,  for  his  life,  and  upon  the  decease 
of  the  survivor  of  the  wife  and  son,  in  trust  for  such  person 
as  should  from  time  to  time  be  lord  V.,  it  being  the  testator's 
will,  that  the  goods,  &c,  after  the  decease  of  his   wife, 
should,  from  time  to  time,  go  and  be  held  and  enjoyed  with 
the  title  of  the  family,  as  &r  as  the  rules  of  law  and  equity 
wodd  permit     The  title  of  lord  V.  descended  on  the  testa- 
toi^s  son,  A.  B.,  on  whose  death,  it  devolved  upon  his  son, 
(who  was  living  at  the  decease  of  the  testator,)  and  upon  tlie 
death  of  the  grandson,  it  descended  to  the  testator's  great- 
grandson,   who  was  bom  afler  the  testator's  decease.     A 
dispute  as  to  the  title  to  the  chattels  arose,  between  the 
personal  representatives  of  the  grandson  and  those  of  the 
great-grandson.     Sir  /.  Leachf  V.  C,  held,  that,  as,  by  the 
rules  of  law  of  equity,  every  person  living  at  the  death  of 
the  testator,  who  should  become  a  lord  V.,  might  be  limited 
to  the  use  and  enjoyment  only,  with  remainder  to  the  next 
Eucceasor,  the  son  and  grandson  of  the  testator  were  limited 
to  the  use  and  enjoyment  only ;  but  that  the  great-grandson, 
not  being  in  esse  at  the  testator's  death,  took  an  absolute  in- 
terest, which  was  vested  in  his  personal  representative.  The 

(y)  5  Maad.  232 ;  S.  C.  fti6  nom.       Bligh,  N.  S.,  547. 
TolUmache  ▼.  carl  of    CovetUrjf,    8  (t)  Vide  supra,  p.  467. 
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case  coining  ultimately  before  tEe  House  of  Lords,  it  was 
held,  that  it  was  not  allowable  to  rely  upon  the  fieu^t  of  the 
individual,  who  first  became  entitled  under  the  limitation 
for  the  lord  V.  for  the  time  being,  happening  to  be  a 
person  in  esse  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and,  that,  as 
the  event  might  have  been  otherwise,  no  ulterior  gift 
to  the  succeeding  lord  V.  could  be  valid,  and,  consequently, 
that  the  grandson  became  absolutely  entitled  to  the  chattels. 
Obeervations  In  this  case,  it  will  be  perceived,  that  the  words,  <*  as  fiur 
maduw.  '  ^  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  would  permit,"  could  not  be 
^^^^'^^^'V'  allowed  their  usual  effect,  of  validating  the  trust  of  the 
chattels  to  a  reasonable  extent  permitted  by  law,  as  there 
were  no  antecedent  limitations,  in  fitvor  of  persons  expressly 
defined,  within  the  range  of  perpetuity,  in  reference  towhich, 
the  trust  might  take  effect,  in  the  event  of  the  deaths  of  any 
of  the  individuals  first  taking  under  it,  within  the  prescribed 
limits  of  remoteness.  As  Lord  Brougham  remarked,  on  the 
appeal,-^-''  A  limitation  to  be  supported,  must  be  definite 
^nd  certain  to  the  man,  or  to  the  peer  as  an  individual: 
it  is  not  allowable  to  contend  that,  at  one  time  and  for 
one  purpose,  it  is  to  the  man,  and,  for  another  time  and 
purpose,  to  the  peer :  the  estate  must  be  certain,  so  as  within 
the  time  to  vest  in  the  person  described,  either  in  his  natural 
or  in  his  politic  capacity  t  in  the  politic  capacity,  there  was 
no  such  lord  V.  in  essey  in  whom  the  estate  would  within 
that  time  certainly  vest"  The  rules  of  law  and  equity  did 
not  permit  the  limitation  of  the  chattels  to  take  e£Rect  in 
fiivor  of  any  other  than  the  person  first  answering  the  de- 
scription of  lord  v.,  as  it  was  not  certain,  that  the  next  suc- 
cessor to  the  title  would  be  an  individual  capable  of  taking 
within  the  limits  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities ;  but,  as  to 
the  person ^r«/  taking,  or  answering  the  description  requi* 
site  to  take,  under  the  gift  to  the  successive  inheritors  of  the 
digpiity,  it  was  dear,  that  he  tc^ouU  be  capable,  inasmudi  as, 
if  there  were  any  succession  at  all  to  the  barony,  such  per- 
son would  be  apcertained  at  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of 
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the  testator's  wife  and  son,  (to  whom  express  life-interests 
were  previoudy  limited)  when  the  limitation  in  question  was 
to  take  efiect 

When,  however,  the  gift  in  fiivor  of  the  line  of  inheritors  to 
the  title,  is  not  preceded  by  any  express  limitation  to  persons 
III  0w#,  but  constitutes  the  first  or  only  disposition,  there  seems 
to  be  considerable  ground  for  supposing,  that  the  absolute 
interest  will  not  vest  in  the  first  taker,  but  that  the  intention 
vdll  be  strictly  effectuated,  as  regards  such  person,  by 
confining  him  to  a  life-interest,  and  allowing  the  absolute 
ownership  to  pass  to  the  next  successor;  who  must,  neces- 
sarily, be  a  valid  object  of  gift,  since  he  will  take  on  the 
decease  of  a  person  who  (upon  the  hypothesis)  is  in  eue.  (a) 

Another  and  somewhat  different  instance  of  a  remote  Case  of 
trost  of  chattels  to  descend  as  heir-looms  occurred  in  the  jtbtttt,^^' 
recent  case  cSIbbeUon  v.  IbbeUofh  (&)  where  a  testator  devised 
his  reversion  in  fee,  expectant  on  his  decease  without  issue 
mal^  in  a  mansion-house  and  estates  at  D«,  to  his  brother, 
Sr  C.  L,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  trustees,  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders,  with  remainder,  to  the  first  son  of 
the  said  Sir  C.  L,  in  tail-male,  with  divers  remaindera-over ; 
and  the  testator  bequeathed  to  trustees,  all  his  plate,  pic- 
turei^  books,  and  household  furniture,  in  and  about  his  said 
mansion-house  at  D.,  upon  trust,  to  permit  the  same  to  be 
used  and  enjoyed  by  the  person  and  persons  who  for  the 
time  being  should  be  entided  to  the  possession  of  his  man- 
fflon,  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  settlement  made  upon  his 
marriage*  or  of  the  limitations  contained  in  his  will,  until  a 
tenant  in  tail  of  the  age  of  ttoenty^one  years  should  be  in 
possession  of  his  mansion-house,'  and,  then,  the  plate,  pic- 
tures;, &c.,  were  to  go  and  belong  to  such  tenant  in  tail. 
After  the  decease  of  Sir  C.  L,  a  bill  was  filed  against  his 
eldest  son  and  the  personal  representatives  of  the  testator, 
charg^lg,  that  the  trust  declared  by  the  will  of  the  plate, 

(a)   Fide  Bacon  ▼.  Proctor,  I  Turn.       that  case,  tupn,  p.  472. 
&  Rum.  31 ;  and  pbaervations  upon         (fr)  10  Sim.  495. 
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pictures,  &c.|  Id  and  about  the  mansion-house  at  D.,  were 
void  for  remoteness,  and  that  the  chattels,  therefore,  constituted 
part  of  the  testator's  residuary  personal  estate,  and  ought  to  be 
applied  to  the  payment  of  his  debts.  It  was  insisted,  in  support 
of  the  bequest,  that  the  limitation  was  necessarily  divisible 
into  two  parts,  and  that,  though  a  gift  to  the  first  person, 
who  should  be  tenant  in  tail  in  possession  and  attain  twenty- 
one,  might  be  void  for  remoteness,  yet,  that  the  disposition 
of  the  property  during  the  intervening  period,  to  the  person 
for  the  time  being  in  possession  of  the  mansion-house,  was 
valid,  and  that,  if  the  existence  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  and  his 
attainment  of  twenty-one,  were  events  too  remote  for  the 
law  to  contemplate,  then,  the  gift  of  the  property  until  those 
events  happened,  was  equivalent  to  a  gift  forever.  It  was,  also, 
said,  that  a  limitation  of  chattels,  to  be  enjoyed  by  the  suc- 
cessive occupants  of  settled  estates,  was  one,  which,  though 
not  capable  of  having  full  effect  given  to  it,  would  be 
executed  gy-pret ;  upon  which  construction,  the  property  is 
given  to  the  first  tenant  for  life,  and  then,  to  the  first  tenant 
in  tail  absolutely.  It  was,  fiirther,  urged,  in  favor  of  the 
disposition  of  the  chattels  contained  in  the  will,  that,  where 
there  is  a  trust  in  favor  of  a  class  of  persons  who  are  to  take 
successively,  the  individuals  of  that  class  will  take,  unless 
there  might  have  been  in  the  series  of  limitations,  other 
persons  who  might  have  come  in  before  them,  and  with 
respect  to  whom,  the  limitation  would  have  been  too  re- 
mote ;  which  was  not  the  position  of  the  eldest  son  of  Sir  C.  L 
Sir  £.  ShadweU,  however,  after  remarking  upon  the  absence 
of  any  qualifying  words,  such  as,  ^'  as  far  as  the  rules  of  law 
and  equity  will  permit,"  said,  that  the  trust  was  so  expressed, 
that,  if  it  were  literally  carried  into  eflect,  it  might  have 
happened,  that  no  tenant  in  tail  of  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  might  have  come  into  possession  for  two  centuries, 
and,  consequently,  that  the  absolute  interest  would  not  have 
vested  during  that  time ;  and  the  fact,  that  a  tenant  in  tail 
of  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  had  actually  become  pes- 
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seased  of  the  mansion-house,  within  the  space  of  twenty-one 
years  from  the  death  of  the  testator,  was  immaterial,  as  the 
gift  most  have  been  so  limited  as,  of  necessity,  to  vest  the 
absolute  interest  in  some  one  within  the  period  allowed  by 
law :  and  the  learned  judge  decided,  that,  so  far  as  the  gift 
was  framed  to  take  effect  after  the  death  of  Sir  C.  L,  it  was 
void ;  although,  whether  it  was  good,  as  a  gift  to  him  for  life 
only,  and  void,  as  a  gift  in  remainder  after  his  death,  or, 
whether  it  might  be  construed  as  a  gift  absolutely  to 
Sir  C.  L,  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide,  as  Sir  C.  I.  was 
residuary  legatee.     By  the  decree,  it  was  declared,  that  the 
plate,  pictures,  &c.,  fell  into  the  testator's  residuary  personal 
estate,  after  the  decease  of  Sir  C.  L ;  which,  of  course, 
amounted  to  a  decision,  that  the  chattels  vested  in  Sir  C.  L, 
under  the  bequest  to  the  persons  for  the  time  being  in  pos- 
session of  the  mansion-house,  for  his  life  only.   This  decision 
was  affirmed  by  Lord  Cottenhanh  C.,  on  appeal. 

Here,  it  will  be  observed,  the  chattels  were  to  be  en-  Obseirations 
joyed  by  the  successive  occupiers  of  the  settled  property,  y^^'^^'* 
until  a  tenant  in  tail  should  attain  twenty-one,  and  as  the 
contingency  was  not  confined  to  persons  made  tenants  in 
tail  by  purchase,  but  equally  contemplated  the  attainment 
of  the  specified  age  by  any  heir  in  tail,  the  ulterior  gift 
was,  clearly,  too  remote.  As,  however,  that  event  was  not 
inseparably  connected  with  the  intermediate  trust,  for  the 
persons  for  the  time  being  in  possession  of  the  settled  estate,  it 
was  not  an  unavoidable  alternative,  to  hold  the  trust  entirely 
invalidated  by  the  remoteness  which  attached  to  the  con- 
tingency that  limited  its  duration.  But,  fiirther,  there  was 
no  necessity  to  reject  the  limitation,  so  fiur  as  it  was  in- 
tended to  take  effect  in  favor  of  valid  objects  of  gift ;  and 
it  is  in  this  light,  that  the  apparent  disinclination  of  the 
Court,  to  support  the  limitation  to  any  greater  extent  than 
that  of  its  passing  a  life-interest  to  the  person  first  answer- 
ing the  description,  is  somewhat  inexplicable.  It  cannot 
be  said,  that  there  would  have  been  any  substantial 
objection  to  a  construction,  carrying  the  property  to  the 
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individual  secondly  becoming  entitled  after  the  testator's 
death,  (that  is,  the  eldest  son  of  Sir  C.  L,)  seeing  that  he 
must  so  succeed,  if  at  all,  at  the  decease  of  a  person  neces- 
xanfy  tit  eM0  when  the  will  took  effect  And  it  seems  equally 
clear,  that  such  second  taker  might  have  been  held  to  be 
entitled  to  the  absolute  interest,  inasmuch  as,  when  there  is 
a  limitation,  which,  standing  alone,  would  so  operate,  cir- 
cumscribed by  an  event  of  too  remote  contemplation,  that 
limitation  must,  (as  it  would  appear,)  be  construed  irrespec- 
tively of  the  invalid  ulterior  gift, — ^in  the  same  maimer,  in 
fact,  as  if  it  had  been  absolute  and  unlimited  in  point  of 
duration,  or  independent  of  any  future  contingency.  And 
upon  this  reason,  it  is  plain,  that,  even  were  it  considered  im- 
possible to  carry  any  interest  in  the  property  to  the  person 
secondly  answering  the  description,  the  absolute  interest  be- 
longed to  the  first  taker,  although  the  Court  seemed  unwilling 
to  express  an  opinion  favorable  (o  that  construction.  (66) 
Cue  of  A  case  remains  to  be  noticed,  which,  on  the  first  impres- 

2v^^^  '  sion,  it  seems  difficult  to  reconcile  with  the  principle  of 
some  of  the  decisions  we  have  mentioned :  it  is  that  of 
Trafford  v.  Ttaffordy  (c)  before  Lord  //anftotci^,  where  SwT., 
after  devising  all  his  manors,  &c.,  to  several  persons,  and 
their  respective  issue,  in  strict  settlement,  bequeathed  all 
his  plate,  books,  pictures,  and  household  goods,  to  such 
male  person,  when  he  should  attain  twenty-one,  who  should 
*  then  be  entitled  to  the  trust  in  possession  of  his  real  estates 
before  devised;  and  the  testator  directed,  that,  till  such 
male  person  should  attain  twenty-one,  the  said  plate,  books;, 
&C.,  should  be  kept  at  D.,  (one  of  the  estates  devised,)  and 
be  used  in  the  mean  time  by  such  male  person  residing 
there;  it  being  the  testator's  desire,  that  the  sud  plate, 
books,  &c.,  might,  in  the  nature  of  heir4ooms,  go  with  fhs 
said  estate,  and  be  used  therewith,  as  long  as  the  laws  of  this 
realm  would  permit.     It  was  contended,  on  the  one  hanfl, 

(66)  These  obsenratioiis  are  in  every      stated,  n^pra,  p.  473. 
respect  of  equal  force  in  reference  to  (c)  3  Atk.  347. 

the  caae  of  Kerr  ▼.  lord  Dyngannon, 
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on  behalf  of  an  infiint  tenant  in  tail,  that  the  chattels  ought 
to  go  as  heir-looms,  as  Ceur  as  by  law  they  might ;  while,  on 
the  other,  it  was  urged,  (as  it  would  seem,  by  a  tenant  for 
life,  or  his  representatives,)  that  the  chattels  should  vest  in 
the  first  taker,  whether  tenant  for  life,  or  tenant  in  tail,  and 
that  he  should  have  the  absolute  property  at  twenty-one. 
The  Lord  Chancellor  held,  that  the  first  part  of  the  bequest 
applied  to  a  person  entitled  to  the  inheritance  attaining 
twenty-one,  and  not,  to  a  male  person  being  tenant  for  life 
merely;  and  decreed,  that  the  chattels  should  go  as  heir- 
looms with  the  real  estate,  as  &r  as  by  the  rules  of  law  and 
equity  they  might,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  tenant  in  tail, 
would  be  entitled  to  the  property  thereof,  in  case  he  should 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years. 

The  distinction,  between  this  case  and  that  of  Ibbeiion  ObtervationB 
V.  Ibbetsan,  consists  in  the  circumstance,  that  the  trusts  ^2w^^^ 
declared  of  the  chattels,  in  the  former  case,  were,  substan- 
tially, a  limitation  of  them  to  go  as  heir-looms,  as  long  as 
the  rules  of  law  would  permit,  while,  in  the  latter,  there 
was  an  absolute  limitation  of  them  until  some  tenant  in  tail 
should  attain  twenty-one.     And,  if  it  be  said,  that,  the 
bequest  in  Traffbrd  v.  Traffardf  to  the  first  male  person 
in  possession  who  ahould  att^n  twenty-one,  being  connected 
with  the  direction,  that  the  chattels  should  go  as  heir-looms, 
the  limitation  was  the  same  with  that  in  IbbeUon  v.  Ibbetson, 
it  may  be  answered,  that  there  was  wanting  in  the  latter 
case,  that  declaration  of  the  testator's  intention  with  respect 
to  the  bequest,  which,  in  the  former,  eflTectually  served  to 
control  any  tendency  to  remoteness.    It  will  be  observed, 
moreover,  that  the  Court  did  not  declare,  that  the  suspen- 
sion of  the  vestingof  the  chattels  would,  in  all  events,  be  good, 
until  some  tenant  in  tail  should  attiun  twenty-one,  but,  merely, 
that  the  cUuming  tenant  in  tail  would  be  so  entitled,  in  the 
event  of  his  attaining  that  age :  and,  doubtless,  had  he  died 
under  ttveniy-^ne  without  issue,  the  limitation  would  have 
carried  the  chattels  to  the  next  tenant  in  tail,  by  purchase. 
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who  should  attain  twenty-one,  or  die  under  that  ag^  leaving 
issue ;  although,  of  course,  the  vesting  in  an  heir  in  tail 
could  not  be  suspended  until  his  attainment  of  majority. 
Notwithstanding  these  oonfflderations,  however,  it  may, 
perhaps,  be  deemed  questionable,  whether  the  decision  in 
Trafford  v.  Tr afford  could,  at  this  day,  be  supported,  to  its 

full  extent  (i) 

It  remdns,  to  i^mark  upon  a  doctrine  of  construction,  in 
reference  to  cases  of  bequests  of  chattels  to  go  as  heir-loomsi 
suggested  by  Sir  John  Leachy  in  the  before-cited  case  of  laid 
Deerhurst  v.  duke  otSt.  Albans,  where  that  learned  judge  ob- 


Traffwd. 


Lord  Eldtm*t         (<')  ^^ord    Ebkm   thus   remazked 
strictures  upon    upon  the  decision  in  this  case,  on  do- 
TraJ^rd'T.         Hvering  his  sentiments,  in  the  Home 
of  Lords,  in  the  case  of  lady  Lmootm 
▼.  duke  of  NewautU,  12  Ves.  232, 
(stated  and  obsenred  upon,  nqtra,  pp. 
680,  581) :— •*  Upon  that  case,  whidi 
is  very  material,  another  observation 
arises,  that  I  never  could  displace ; 
forming  to  it,  as  an  anthority,  a  con- 
siderable objection,  that  has   never 
been  answered.    The  words  are  not, 
*  issue  male,*  but,  *  such  male  person.' 
First,  that  was  clearly  an  executory 
trust;  next,  the  limiution  was,  ex- 
pressly, when  the   party  should    be 
twenty-one;  and  not  only  that;  but 
it  was,  to  the  person  entitled  to  the 
trust  in    possession.      One  question 
was,  whether  the  tenant  for  life  at  the 
age  of  twenty-one  would  take.    To 
that,  it  was  answered,  very  satis^MS- 
torily,  that  could  not  be ;  as  the  tes- 
tator, having  created  interests,  in  the 
nature  of  heir-looms,  in  those  chatteb, 
must  have  intended  those  terms  to 
apply  to  such  persons  as  would  take 
heir-looms ;  that  is,  those  who  would 
take    estates   of  inheritance;    and, 
therefore,  the  tenant  in  tail,  before 
the  age  of  twenty-one,  would  not  be 
entitled  to  have  that  property  given 
to  him.    The  report  in  Atkynt  is  not 


correct,  representing  Lord  Hardmidt 
to  state  himself  to  have  decreed  in 
Gower  v.  Groneaor^  when  ao  deci- 
Bon  of  this  point  was  made  in  thsi 
case.     But  his  lordship  is  represented 
to  state  his  opimon,  that  it  amoooted 
to  a  direction  to  settle;  and,  ia  ^ 
the  report  is  correct.    Thia  seesss  to 
have  escaped  Lord  Hardmiek^  mind. 
If  the  limitation  had  been  toioeh  son. 
at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  as  woold  be 
entitled  to  the  trust  in  posaessioa  of 
the  real    estates,   as  the   son  most 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  witUa 
twenty-one  years  after  jbe  expiratioB 
of  the  life  of  his  father,  allowing  te 
period  of  gestation,  that   limitatifw 
would  be  within  the  limits  penaitlcd 
to  Executory  devises.    But  the  wocds 
are,    '  such  male   person.'     A  son 
might  die    during  the   life  of  hit 
fiither,  under  the  age  of  twenty-one, 
leaving  a  son,  who  might  not  attais 
the  age  of  twenty-one  for  a  consider- 
able time ;  and  who,  also,  anght  die 
under  twenty-one,  leaving  a  son ;  who 
might  be  the  first  person,  attaining 
the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  entitled 
to  the  trust  in  poMession.     A  con- 
siderable question,  therefore,  in  that 
case,  totally  overlooked,  was,  whe- 
ther the  limitation,  taken  ahogcther, 
was  not  wholly  too  remote." 
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served  as  follows  (e) : — "  I  think,  no  person  can  take  under  good  as  to  all 
a  description  by  class,  if^  prior  to  him  in  that  class,  there  Une,  prior  to 
might  have  been  persons,  with  respect  to  whom  that  limita-  touW  not^ 
tion  might  have  been  too  remote :  he  may  take  by  class,  if  o^^^ts  too 

^  ^  •/  .f  remote, 

prior  to  him  there  could  not,  by  any  possibility,  have  been  eiamined  and 
any  person,  with  respect  to  whom  that  limitation  would  have 
been  too  remote."  This  doctrine  is  not  noticed,  as  now  posses- 
sing any  claim  to  H  binding  rule  of  construction,  for  it  was 
practically  overruled  by  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords, 
in  the  veiy  case  in  reference  to  which  it  was  mentioned,  and, 
also,  by  the  decision  in  Ibbetson  v.  IbbeUon.    The  effect,  it 
will  be  perceived,  of  such  a  doctrine,  is,  to  enable  a  de-- 
scendani,  however  remote,  of  a  tenant  in  tail,  (actually  fte- 
coming  capable  within  the  allowed  period,  to  take  under  a 
limitation  to  successive  occupiers,  and  to  vitiate  subsequent 
limitations  to  collaterals  or  strangers,  which  are  to  wait 
for  effect  till  the  failure  of  issue  of  the  prior  tenant  in  tail, 
although  to  persons  in  esse :  for,  upon  the  former  hypothesis, 
there  could  have  been  no  prior  person,  with  respect  to 
whom  the  limitation  would  be  too  remote ;  while,  upon  the 
latter,  there  might  have  been  such  a  person,  as  the  whole  line 
of  issue  of  the  prior  legatee  were  to  fidl,  before  the  succeeding 
one  was  to  take.  But,  it  is  clear,  that,  in  both  such  cases,  this 
doctrine  operates  in  contravention  of  settled  principles.    As 
to  the  first,  it  is  a  well-established  rule,  that  regard  cannot 
be  had  to  actual  events :  the  objects  of  a  limitation  must  be 
such  as  will  necessarily  take,  if  at  all,  within  the  prescribed 
period  :  and,  in  respect  to  the  other  supposed  case,  we  have 
seen  it  to  be  a  doctrine  of  law,  that,  either,  by  the  words, 
"  as  far  as  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  will  permit,"  or,  by 
an  express  provision,  the  vesting  of  chattels  may  (as  settle- 
ments are  usually  framed)  be  suspended,  as  regards  any 
number  of  successive  tenants  in  tail,  by  purchase,  until  the 
attainment,  by  some  one  of  them,  of  twenty-one,  or  until  his 

(«)  5  lladd.  271. 
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death  under  that  age  leaving  issue;  and  that,  upon  the 
happening  of  such  a  contingency  with  respect  to  the  first 
tenant  in  tail,  the  next  in  succession  may  take,  although,  prior 
to  him  in  the  order  of  limitations,  there  might  have  been 
persons  (ex.  ^r.,  issue  of  unborn  issue  of  the  tenant  in  tail,) 
who  might  have  come  in  or  succeeded  before  or  instead  of 
him,  and  with  respect  to  whom,  a  direct  gift  would  have  been 
too  remote.  The  doctrine,  therefore,  though  plausible  and 
recommended  by  its  apparent  simplicity,  is  unsustainable 
as  being  at  variance  with  both  principle  and  authority. 
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CHAPTER  XXXL 

OP    THB    CONSEQUENCES    OP    BEMOtENBSS    IN    LOaTATlONB^ 
UNDER  THE  BULE  AGAINST  PERPETUITIES. 

Having  hitherto  discoursed  on  the  general  operation  of 
the  Role  against  Perpetuities,  as  it  respects  the  various  kinds 
of  limitations  of  future  interests  in  real  atid  personal  {nrdperty, 
it  may  be  proper,  summarily  to  consider  the  iUimediate  effects 
or  consequences  attending  the  remoteness  of  limitations; 
althongh  it  has  unavoidably  occiuted,  thiit  this  consequent 
tial  operation  of  the  Rule  has  constantly  presented  itself,  in 
the  course  of  our  inquiries  as  to  the  particular  classes  of 
limitations  within  the  scope  of  its  influence* 

The  effects  of  remoteness  in  a  limitation  may  be  consi- 
dered; 1st,  As  to  the  prior  limitations;  2dly,  As  to  the 
objects  of  the  void  gift;  and,  3dly,  As  to  the  subsequent 
limitations. 

Ist,    At  to  the  prior  Umitationsi  The  invalidity  of  a  limi-  Remoteness 

g,  1  11        •  -fi      •       1.      >D  limitations 

tation  on  account  of  remoteness  places  all  pnor  gifts  m  the  as  it  affects 
same  situation,  as  if  it  had  been  enthrely  omitted  fW)m  the  ^"^"^  ^^' 
dispositive  scheme.  A  gift  of  the  fee-simple,  therefore,  or  of 
the  entire  interest,  subject  to  an  executory  limitation  which 
is  too  remote,  takes  effect,  as  thcoigh  it  had  been  ori^nally 
iimited  absolutely,  or  free  from  any  divesting  gift.  A  limi- 
tation of  a  life-estate,  or  other  partial  interest,  with  a  re- 
mainder expectant  upon  it  which  is  void  for  remoteness,  of 
course,  remains  in  statu  quo  prius;  neither  receiving  en- 
argement,  nor  suffering   diminution.     And  the  like  holds  ^ 

u  u 
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with  respect  to  ezecutoiy  limitationsy  not  operatiDg  to  divest 
previous  partial  estates,  but  expressed  to  take  efiect  at  some 
period  subsequent  to  their  determination :  the  limited  inte- 
rest remains  as  originally  created,  both  as  to  character  and 
extent,  without  reference  to  the  manner  of  the  devolution 
of  the  property  after  its  expiration.  As  respects  the  class  of 
remote  limitations  which  are  not  preceded  by  any  express 
gift,  either  by  way  of  particular-estate,  or  of  an  estate  or 
interest  to  be  divested,  the  efiect  is,  simply,  so  far  as  concerns 
such  remote  executory  limitation,  to  leave  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  ffh  exactly  in  the  same  position,  as  if  no  disposi- 
tiod  of  It  had  ever  been  made. 

And  in  those  cases,  where,  if  the  executory  limitadon 
were  valid,  it  would  have  the  effect  of  controlling  or  direct- 
ing the  construction  of  a  prior  gift,  or  of  raising  an  estate  by 
implication,  it  need  hardly  be  observed,  the  remoteness  of 
such  limitation  deprives  it  of  all  possible  influence  upon 
the  preceding  gift«    This  observation,  however,  must  be 
understood  with  the  qualification  of  its  inapplicability  to 
cases  within  the  range  of  the  doctrine  of  gjf'prSsj  and  also 
to  the  case  of  a  gift  of  successive  estates,  to  a  line  or  class  of 
persons  eUtending  to  objects  too  remote,  the  general  scope 
and  intention  of  which  the  Courts  have  sometimes  ccmn- 
dered  themselves  at  liberty  to  regard,  in  order,  if  possible, 
to  vest  in  the  person  first  representing  the  line  or  classy  an 
estate,  commensurate  with  that  intended  to  be  taken  by  the 
several  members  of  it  in  succession,  although  not  of  a  mode 
of  devolution  which  will  carry  it  to  those  persons^  in  a  due 
order  of  right,  per  formam  donu    The  rule  in  question  ii^ 
also,  clearly  inapplicable  to  the  case  of  limitations  of  per- 
sonalty, to  take  effect  on  ^an  indefinite  fidlure  of  issue  of  a 
prior  taker,  which,  while  they  are  in  themselves  too  remote, 
yet,  have  the  effect  (as  was  formerly  seen,  at  length,)  of 
enlarging  the  interest  of  the  ancestor,  where  that  interest  is 
not  itself  coextensive  with  the  absolute  property. 

It  must,  further,  be  noticed,  that,  under  the  head  of  limi- 
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tations  anterior  to  gifts  void  for  remoteness^  are  to  be  classed, 
limitations,  in  themselves  valid,  made  iubject  to  independent 
trusts  or  restrictions  engrafted  upon  them  which  are  too 
remote:  ex»  gr.f  trusts  for  accumulation  of  income  wholly 
void  under  the  Rule  against  PerpetuitieSy-^Hguch,  in  fact,  as 
occurred  in  the  before-cited  cases  of  lord  SauthampUm  v. 
marquis  of  Hertford^  and  Mdnhall  v.  Hottoway :  these 
remote  trusts  do  not  a£Fect  the  limitations  of  the  propertyi 
which  remun  as  though  none  such  had  eve^  been  declared. 

2ndlj,  The  distinctions,  with  respect  to  the  consequences  BemoteneM  in 

of  remoteness  in  a  limitation,  as  to  the  olffects  ofiti  may  be  J^^^^Sto'  *° 

recounted  with  little  of  di£Sculty.     The  primary  rule  is,  as  theol^jeeuofit. 

has  been  often  remarked,  that,  if  the  objection  of  remoteness 

attaches,  according  to  events  at  the  time  of  the  instrument, 

by  which  the  limitation  is  created,  taking  effect,  no  events 

subsequent  to  that  period  will  enable  the  donee  to  take,  and 

he  is,  consequently,  for  ever  debarred  from  any  benefit  under 

the  gift.     Another  rule,  formerly  also  observed  Upon,  is^ 

that,  in  the  case  of  a  gift  to  a  class  of  persons  concurrently  ^ 

remoteness  in  some  of  the  objects  afiects  the  gift  with  that 

objection  in  respect  of  all,  and  the  whole,  therefore,  &ils ;  atid 

this,  as  in  the  previous  case,  without  regard  to  the  course  of 

subsequent  events;  nay,  even  though  aU  the  objects  actually 

become  capable  within  the  prescribed  periods     It  will  be 

remembered,  however,  that  this  rule  does  not  hold,  when 

the  shares  of  the  valid  objects  are  separate  and  capable  of 

being  ascertained  distinctly  from  those  of  the  portion  of  the 

class  which  is  too  remote,  and  no  uncertainty  is  thrown  over 

the  proportionate  shares  of  the  former,  by  reason  of  the 

unascertained  number  of  members  of  the  latter.     But,  with 

respect  to  limitations  to  a  class  of  persons  guccessively,  it  has 

been  seen,  that  so  many  of  the  individual  gifts  will  be 

valid,  as  are  made  in  &vor  of  persons  who  will  necessarily 

take,  if  at  all,  within  the  required  limits,  and  that  such  as 

are  made  to  persons,  of  whom  this  cannot  be  predicated, 

will  be  too  remote.     As  a  consequence  of  this  rule,  it  will 

u  u  2 
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occar  to  the  reader's  recollection^  that,  where  the  series  of 
gifts  are  limited  to  a  line  or  class  of  unascertained  persoDs,  as, 
successors  to"  a  title  or  dignity,  the  limitation  is,  generally 
speaking,  void  as  to  all  the  persons  answering  the  required 
description  subsequent  to  the  first  (whether  they  be  in  esse 
at  the  creation  of  the  gifts;,  or  not):  but  that,  in  the  case  of 
successive  limitations  to  a  class  of  persons,  who,  though  not 
named  or  specifically  pointed  out,  must  be  capable  within 
the  proper  period,  as,  for  example,  successive  occupiers  of 
another  settled  estate,  (the  settlement  of  which  is,  of  course, 
here  assumed  to  be  free  fix>m  objection,  on  the  point  of 
remoteness,)  the  gifts  are  valid:  as  to  real  estate,  for  the 
whole  extent  of  the  limitations  comprised  in  the  referential 
trust ;  and,  as  to  personal  estate,  to  the  extent  of  giving  it  to 
the  successive  tenants  for  life,  and  vesting  the  absolute  inte- 
rest in  the  first  tenant  in  tail ;  or,  even,  of  suspending  such 
vesting,  until  the  attainment  by  the  tenant  in  tiul  of  his  age 
of  twenty-one,  or  his  death  under  that  age  leaving  iasne,  if 
the  trust  provides  for  the  existing  limitations  being  fol- 
lowed, <^  as  fiur  as  the  rules  of  law  and  equity  will  permit" 
Eifoeto  of  3dly,  The  remaining  branch  of  the  subject  of  the  conae- 

I'wHttkm  upon  quential  operation  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities^  is;,  the 
P****™*  **■"•  effect  of  remoteness  in  a  gift,  as  to  subsequent  or  posterior 
limitations.  The  general  rule  upon  this  point  is,  that  all 
gifts,  limited  to  take  efkct  after  or  on  fiulure  or  determina- 
tion of  a  prior  limitation,  which  is  too  remote,  are  affected 
by  such  invalidity,  and  are,  consequently,  void  for  remote- 
ness, likewise.  This  doctrine  holds,  too,  although  the  objects 
of  the  prior  remote  gift  never  come  into  existence,  or  their 
interests  iiever  vest,  and  although^  also,  the  subsequent  limi- 
tation is  made  to  a  person,  in  esse  at  the  time  of  the  creation 
of  the  gift,  and,  therefore,  per  se^  capable  of  taking.  (/)  This 
inflexible  rule,  so  &r  as  it  respects  remainders,  results  firom  the 
consideration,  that  the  law  regards  limitations  made  to  take 

(/)  3  Sogd.  Paw.  73.    1  Jarau  WHik,  243. 
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etkd  in  an  order  of  priority  and  poeCeriori^,  as  gifts  which 
aie  to  arise  in  the  <N:der  of  their  limitation,  and  which,  there- 
fore^ it  must  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  antecedent 
pioo^  will  actually  so  arise.  As  to  limitations  which  operate 
to  divest  preceding  gifts,  or  are  limited  to  take  effect 
in  case  of  the  non-existence,  or  non-vesting  of  the  interests, 
of  the  objects  of  a  prior  gift  canying  the  whole  interest, 
the  extension  of  any  remoteness  in  the  preceding  limi-  ' 
tation  to  that  expectant  upon  it,  without  reference  to  the 
validity  of  the  latter,  taken  per  se,  rests  upon  the  simple 
ground,  that,  operating  to  defeat,  or  take  effect  on  failure  o^ 
a  gift  which  is  too  remote,  it  is  necessarily  affected  by  the 
invalidity  which  attaches  to  the  prior  limitation. 

This  latter  doctrine  must  not,  however,  be  applied  to  the  case 
of  a  general  divesting  or  shifting  limitation,  extending  over 
a  whole  series  of  gifts,  one  or  more  of  which  may  happen  to 
be  too  remote;  as  the  shifting  clause  has  no  necessary  or  im- 
mediate connexion  with  the  remote  gift  or  gifts;  and  it  will, 
therefore,  be  vajiid  and  take  effect,  on  the  happening  of  the 
specified  event,  as  tp  such  of  the  limitations  as  are  not  too 
remote. 

But  the  gene^  rule,  that  gifts  postponed  to  remote  limi-  if  altwrknr 
tations  are,  also,  void  for  remoteness,  is  subject  to  one  ex-  properly 
ception :  and  this  is,  that,  if  it  be  provided,  that  the  event,  !^?2^ed  W 
on  which  the  subsequent  limitation  is  to  take  effect,  shall  circumstance 

,  of  prcoedhiff 

happen  within  the  period  prescribed  by  law,  or,  if  the  event  gkt  being  too 
be  such,  that  it  must  necessarily  so  happen,  if  at  all,  the  ^^"^^ 
limitation  will  arise  on  the  specified  event,  or,  in  the 
former  case^  on  its  happening  xvithin  the  prescribed  period, 
notwithstanding  the  remoteness  of  the  preceding  gift;.  An 
instance  of  a  limitation  of  tl^s  kind  occurred  in  the  case  of 
Meard  v.  JVestcott,  (g)  formerly  noticed  at  length,  where,  it 
-will  be  remembered,  a  testator  gave  an  estate,  to  his  grand- 
son, J.  J.  B.,  and  his  assigns,  for  the  term  of  ninety-nine 
yeais,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  and  after  his  decease,  to  the 
fiist  son  of  the  body  of  J.  J.  B.,  and  his  assigns,  for  the  Uke 

(y)  5  Taunt.  393. 
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tenn  of  ninety-iime  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  and, 
so  on,  in  tail-male,  to  the  issue  of  such  firet  son  lawfully 
issuing,  for  ever,  and  for  want  and  in  de&ult  of  such  issue 
of  such  first  son,  then,  to  the  second,  &c.,  8ons  of  J.  J.  R, 
in  like  manner:  '^and  if  there  should  be  no  issue  male  of 
the  same  J.  J.  B.,  nor  issue  of  such  issue  male  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  or,  in  case  there  should  be  such  issue  male  at 
that  time,  and  they  should  all  die,  before  they  should 
respectively  attain  the  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  yeais, 
without  lawful  issue  male,"  then,  there  were  similar  limita- 
tions to  J.  B.,  and  his  sons,  and  issue  male,  with  divers 
gifb-over.  The  judges  of  the  Court  of  C.  B«  certified,  on 
a  case  from  Chanceiy,  that  the  limitations  to  J.  J.  B.,  and 
his  first  son,  were  valid;  that  the  gift  to  the  issue  of  such 
^rst  S0^  was  bad,  as  too  remote,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
Umitiition  to  the  second  and  other  sons  of  J.  J.  B.,  on 
failure  of  issue  of  his  first  son,  were,  also,  too  remote,  as 
being  given  to  take  efiect  generally  on  the  determinatioD  of  a 
prior  remote  gifl :  but  that  the  limitation  in  favor  of  J.  B, 
was  valid,  an4  would  take  e£Fect,  in  the  event  of  their  being 
no  son  of  J,  J.  B.,  nor  issue  nude  of  any  such  son  living  at 
the  death  of  J.  J.  B.,  or,  there  being  such  issue  male,  in  the 
event  of  their  respectively  dying  under  twenty-one  without 
issue  male;  on  the  ground,  as  Sir  Edward  Sugden  re- 
marks, (A)  that  the  gifl-over  was  to  take  effect  within  the 
pompass  of  twenty-one  years  afler  a  life  in  being. 

It  is  clear,  however,  that,  in  order  to  a  limitation  subsequent 
to  a  remote  gift  being  protected  by  the  exception  in  question, 
the  f^  of  its  being  made  to  take  effect  within  the  proper 
peripdf  irrespectively  of  the  time  limited  for  the  preceding 
gift  to  i^rise,  must  be  certain  and  explicit;  for,  it  is  unde- 
niable, the  primd  facie  presumption  is,  that  every  gif)^ 
postponed  to  a  limitation  bad  as  too  remote,  is,  likewise, 
void  for  rempt^ness. 

ih)  Sttgd.  Oilb.  Usei  &  Tr.  372»  n. 
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CHAPTER  XXXIL 

OF     LIMITATION6    EXEMPT    FROM     THE    OPERATION    OF  THE 

RULE  AGAINST   PERPETUITIES. 

It  devol^esy  to  point  out  certain  estates  and  interests 
which  do  not  fall  withm  the  scope  of  the  reasoning  on 
which  the  provisions  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities  rest. 

When,  either,  from  circumstances  extrinsic  to  a  limitar 
tion,  or,  from  the  character  of  its  subject-matter,  a  sufficient 
guarantee  exists  against  any  violation  of  the  spirit  of  the 
laws  for  prevention  of  remoteness,  their  force  and  applica* 
bilitjr,  with  respect  to  any  such  limitation,  cease,  so  far  as 
concerns  the  necessity  for  expressly  confining  it  to  the 
period  prescribed  by  law. 

This  consideration  seems  to  apply  to  the  three  following 
classes  of  limitations,  here  proposed  to  be  inquired  into; 
namely, 

1st,  Limitations,  executory  or  by  way  of  remainder,  after 
or  in  derogation  of  estates- tail; 

2ndly9  Limitations,  whose  subject-matter  is  of  limited 
endurance;  and, 

Srdiy,  Limitations  in  mtMtmain,  and  to  charitable  uses. 

If/,   As    to    limitations  expectant  or    engrafted  upon  i.  Limitations 
estates'taiL    Allusion  has  been  already  made,  on  several  tailg^CTdlj 
occasions,  to  the  rule  of  law,  which  exempts  limitations  ^^^^  ^ 
after  or  expectant  upon  estates-tail  previously  limited,  from  remotenen. 
the  application  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities :  but,  as 
this  doctrine  is  of  much  practical  importance,  it  seems  to 
demand  a  distinct  consideration. 
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It  will  be  remembered,  that  the  origin  of  the  restrictions 
imposed  upon  the  creation  of  futmre  interests  in  proper^, 
'  was,  the  establishment  of  the  doctrine,  that  limitations  by  way 
of  Executory  devise  and  bequest  and  Springing  and  Shift- 
ing Use,  were  not  barrable  or  destructible  by  the  owners  of 
prior  interests :  that  exemption  originating  in  the  determi- 
nation, that  a  common  recovery  suffered  by  a  tenant  in  fee- 
simple  was  of  no  force,  to  operate  upon  or  affect  future 
contingent  interests  limited  out  of  the  fee.  (t)  Hence  arises, 
then,  the  important  distinction  between  an  estate-tail  and  a 
fee-simple,  in  regard  to  the  destructibility  of  future  execur 
tory  interests  limited  after  or  engrafted  upon  each.  We 
have  before  seen,  th^t  a  common  recovery  was  (till  recently) 
not  only  the  appropriate  mode  of  assurance  for  a  tenant  in 
liail,  but  that  the  right  to  suffer  such  recovery  was  so  in- 
herent in  the  estate-tail  itself,  that  the  law  would  not  admit 
pf  any  encroachment  upon  it,  whether  in  the  shape  of  con- 
ditional limitation,  proviso,  or  otherwi3e.  (A)  And  thb 
rule  now  holds  tp  an  equal  extent,  with  regard  to  the  en- 
rolled assurance  substituted  in  the  place  of  the  common 
recovery.  The  operation  of  this  r^oveiy  was,  and  that 
of  the  enrolled  assurwce  is,  so  e;(tei)sive,  that  no  limitation, 
of  whatever  character,  expectant  or  pngrafted  upon  the 
estate-tail,  can  evade  the  destruction  which  awaits  it,  as  a 
consequence  of  the  acquisition  of  the  fee -simple  by  the 
tenant  in  taiL  This  destructibility  it  is,  which  deprives  a 
limitation  after  a  preceding  estate-tai),  of  all  dangcrooB 
tendency  to  a  perpetuity,  however  remote  the  event  on 
wliipb  it  is  limited  to  ta)^e  pffect,  abstractedly  oon^d^red. 

Npr  13  it  any  answerto  thisreasoning,  to  9ay,that  the  tenant 
in  tail  iwy  npt  avail  himself  of  this  his  inalienable  right  to 
bar  the  estate-tail  and  remainders  and  executory  limitations- 
over,  and  tbj^t,  in  that  case,  future  interests  may  aris^  widi- 
out  reference  to  the  expiration  of  the  period  fixed  by  th^ 

(0  Vide  mpra,  pp.  123—138.  (k)  n^  M9ira,.pp.  44—48. 
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Rule  for  prevention  of  Perpetuities.    True  it  is,  that  such 
a  consequence    may  follow :    the  estate-tail   having    en- 
dured for  a  oenturfi  without  having  been  subjected  to  the 
exercise  of  the  owner's  right  to  destroy  it,  may  eventually  be 
determined,  by  force  of  a  limitation  engrafted  upon  it,  which, 
taken  by  itself^  would  certainly  have  been  too  remote,  ab 
initio.     But  something  similar  may  be  predicated  of  every 
fee^simple  estate:    it   may  be    transmitted  from  the  first 
purchaser,  through  a  long  line  of  heirs,  without  being  ever 
made  the  subject  of  a  sale,  or,  even,  of  a  loan  transaction ; 
and  in  such  case,  it  is  obvious,  that,  practically,  the  result, 
as  fiur  as  concerns  all  but  the  inmiediate  owners,  is  in  no 
way  different  from  what  would  have  been  experienced,  had 
the  property  been  originally  tied  up  so  as  to  be  inalienable 
for  a  similar  period,  and  such  restriction  had  been  allowable. 
It  is  the.  circumstance  of  the  estate  being  or  not  being 
alienable,  dischaiged  from  the  future  executory  interests 
created  out  of  it,  that  decides  the  question  of  the  tendency 
of  the  latter  to  a  perpetuity :  if  they  are  destructible,  their 
existence  is  no  dog  upon  the  fiee  circulation  of  the  pro- 
perty, and  there  is,  consequently,  no  semblance  of  a  perpe- 
tuity, however  remote  the  events  on  which  they  depend ; 
if  they  are  not  destructible,  it  is  not  alone  the  possibility  of 
their  ever  taking  effect  in  possession,  that  induces  a  transgres- 
sion of  the  law  of  perpetuity,  (such  interests  as  are  destructible 
having  also  that  chance,  although  the  events  that  give  them 
effect  be  ever  so  remote,)  but,  rather,  the  certainty,  that, 
livhatever  the  transactions  which  take  place  with  respect  to 
the  precedent  interest,  the  executory  limitations  will  arise 
on  the  happening  of  the  specified  contingencies. 

The  most  frequently-occurring  instances  of  the  operation  niiutntioii  of 
of  the  rule  under  consideration  are  those,  afforded  both  by  umitAtioiui^r 
testamentaiy  dispoeitions  and  settletnents  by  deed,  in  which  ^^Jf^ 
tbe  estate  of  the  tenant  in  tail  is  subjected  to  a  conditional  remote, 
limitation,  divesting  that  estate,  in  the  event  of  the  tenant  in 
tail,  or  his  issue  successively  entitled    under  the  entail. 
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Rule  equally 

E*'ioable  to 
after 
re  estates* 
tail  to  vest 
within  legal 
period. 


neglecting  or  refusing  to  assume  and  condnuing  to  use  a 
particular  name,  or  to  bear  certain  arms  (generally  being 
those  of  the  testator  or  settlor) ;  or  in  the  event  of  certain 
specified  property  devolving  at  any  future  time,  on  the 
tenant  in  tail,  or  his  issue  inheritable  to  the  entail  These 
are  provisions,  it  will  be  observed,  not  of  the  character  of 
remainders,  or  limitations  of  reversionary  interests  expectant 
upon  the  natural  determination  of  the  estate-tail,  but  they 
possess  every  essential  characteristic  of  Executory  devises  and 
Shifting  Uses,  under  one  of  which  classes  they,  consequently, 
rank,  according  as  the  instrument  by  which  they  are  created 
is,  either,  a  will,  or,  a  deed.  Engrafted  upon  an  estate  in 
fee-simple,  either  of  these  limitations  would  be  void,  unless 
the  events  contemplated  by  each,  (the  non-user  of  the  name 
and  arms,  in  the  one  case,  and  the  devolution  of  the  estate> 
in  the  other,)  were  expressly  confined  to  happen  within  the 
period  of  lives  in  being  and  twen^-one  years  afterwards, 
or  twenty-one  years,  simply.  But,  as  a  recovery  or  its  sub- 
stitute sufiered  or  executed  by  the  tenant  in  tail,  or  his 
issue,  will  at  any  time  defeat  these  conditional  limitations, 
together  with  all  others,  of  whatever  character,  Umited  afier  or 
engrafted  upon  the  estate-tail,  there  is  no  greater  tendency  to 
a  perpetuity  in  them,  than,  in  an  ordinary  reminder  expect- 
ant upon  the  regular  determination  of  the  estate-tail,  and 
there  is,  therefore,  no  necessity  to  confine  the  happening  of 
the  specified  events,  to  the  allowed  period  of  remoteness.  The 
reverse,  was,  indeed,  the  rule  generally  observed  in  practice, 
a  century  since,  but  the  more  settled  state  of  the  law  of 
perpetuity  of  late  years,  and  the  better  acquaintance  with 
its  principles,  have  long  cast  the  shade  of  desuetude  over 
this  abundam  cautela  of  legal  draughtsmen. 

And  this  rule  of  hiw  is  of  equal  applicability  to  executoiy 
limitations  engrafted  upon  estates-tail  which,  diough  not 
vested  at  once,  will  become  so,  if  at  all,  within  the  compass  of 
lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years  beyond ;  because,  imme- 
diately that  vesting  happens,  the  estate-tul   and  all  the 
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ulterior  limitations  are  as  much  in  the  power  of  the  tenant 
in  tail,  as  if  the  entail  vested  forthwith ;  and  if  the  tenant  in 
tail  has  fiill  dominion  over  the  property  within  the  period 
of  time  menticxied,  all  objection  to  any  ulterior  limitations 
on  the  ground  of  remoteness,  ceases.     Indeed,  instances  of 
these  classes  of  limitations  most  frequently  occur,  in  respect 
to  estates-tail,  the  acquisition  of  full  power  over  which  may, 
possibly,  be  postponed,  until  the  lapse  of  nearly  the  maxi- 
mum  period  (^perpetuity  referred  ta  E.  G.,  if  property  be 
limited  (as  in  the  ordinary  case  of  marriage-settlements,) 
to  A.,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  R,  his  wife,  for  life,  with 
remainder,  to  trustees,  to  support  the  contingent  remainders, 
with  remainder,  to  the  fint  and  other  sons  of  A.  and  B., 
successively  in  tail,  with  remainders-over ;  and  a  proviso  be 
superadded,  that,  in  the  event  of  a  particular  estate  devolving 
upon  the  eldest  or  other  son  for  the  time  being  in  posses- 
sion under  the  limitations,  by  virtue  of  some  prior  settle- 
ment, then  the  property  settled  shall  go  over  to  the  second 
or  other  son  next  entitled  in  tail  under  the  limitations,  as  if 
such  first  or  other  son  so  acquiring  the  other  estate,  were 
dead   without  issue:  here,  it  may  happen,  that,  by  the 
death  of  A.,  leaving  B*,  his  wife,  enceinte  with  a  second  son, 
and  by  her  death  soon  after  the  birth  of  such  son,  the  eldest 
may  not  attain  his  majority,  until  the  expiration  of  twenty 
years  from  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  lives  in  being 
named ;  and  until  he  so  attains  his  majority,  it  is  manifest, 
that  he  has  not  the  legal  capacity  to  destroy  the  shifting 
use,  in  &vor  of  his  younger  brother,  by  barring  his  estate- 
tail. 

Of  course,  in  such  a  case,  it  may  happen,  that  the  de 
volution  of  the  second  estate  takes  place  during  the  infiincy 
of  the  eldest  son,  and  that,  therefore,  the  shifting  use  has 
effect ;  but  it  is  observable,  that  it  can  never  have  any  other 
operation  than  such  as  the  eldest  son  himself  (by  abstain- 
ing from  docking  his  estate-tail,)  may  give  it,  except  during 
the  very  period  of  time,  for  which,  the  rule  of  law  allows 
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estates-talL 


If  term  of 
years  precedent 
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thereof  to  arise 
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latter  void  for 
remoteness. 


the  vesting  of  the  absolute  interest  in  and  ancontroUcd 
power  over  property,  to  be  suspended. 

We  have  before  seen,  (/)  that  the  law  allows  the  devise 
or  setdement  of  a  reversion  expectant  upon  an  estate-tail, 
provided  the  failure  of  issue  referred  to,  as  the  event  on 
which  it  is  to  take  effect,  be  a  default  of  such  issue  only  as 
are  inheritable  to  the  existing  entail*    The  l^^alitf  of  the 
disposition  of  such  reversions  takes  its  rise  from  the  prin- 
ciple at  present  under  consideration ;  namely,  the  liability 
of  the  reversion,  and,  consequently,  of  all  estates  and  in- 
terests derived  out  of  it,  to  destruction  by  the  disentailing 
assurance  of  the  tenant  in  tail     Whether  a  dbposition  of  a 
reversion,  expressed  to  take  effect  upon  the  failure  of  a 
more  restricted  line  of  issue,  than  such  as  are  entitled  under 
the  subsisting  estate-tail,  (as,  for  example,  issue  male  instead 
of  issue  generally,)  but  a  &ilure,  nevertheless,  too  remote  in 
itself,  as  being  indefinite,  be  valid,  has  never,  to  the  writer's 
knowledge,  been  determined.     As  it  is  clear,  that  such  a 
disposition  could  not  operate  to  curtail  or  derogate  from  the 
estate-tail,  but  could  only  take  effect  as  a  contingent  ex- 
ecutory limitation,  to  arise  in  the  event  of  the  fiulure  of 
issue  inheritable  to  the  entail,  and  the  fiulure  of  the  moie 
limited  line  of  issue,  being  coincident,  it  may,  perhaps^  seem, 
that  such  a  disposition  would  be  protected,  as  affecting 
the  existing  reversion,  although  not  strictly   capable  of 
operating  as  a  devise  or  settlement  of  it  (m) 

It  sometimes  happens,  that,  while  an  estate  (as^  fatr  in- 
stance, a  term  of  years,)  is  precedent  to  the  estate-tail,  and 
cannot,  therefore,  be  barred  or  destroyed  by  any  assurance 
of  the  tenant  in  tail,  the  trusts  declared  of  or  upon  soch 
estate  are  ulterior  to  the  estate-tail,  that  is,  are  postponed 
until  the  failure  of  issue  entided  under  the  entaiL  In  such 
a  case,  as  the  trusts  depend  on  an  estate  anterior  to  the 


(0  Videwpratp.  253. 


(m)  Vkk  ngwo,  ppw  265^  266, 
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estate-tail,  they  cannot  be  defeated  by  any  act  of  the  tenant 
in  tail,  in  like  manner,  as  the  estate  out  of  which  they  are 
to  take  effect  cannot  be  destroyed  by  him  ;   and,  being  so 
exempt  from  the  power  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  those  trusts 
are  exposed  to  the  full  force  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetui- 
tiesy  which  declares  them  void,  as  limited  to  arise  upon  an 
indefinite  fiulure  of  issue.     Thus,  in  a  recent  case,  (n)  a 
testator  devised  certain  estates,  to  trustees,  for  a  term  of 
five-hundred  years,  upon  the  trusts  after-mentioned ;  and  he 
then  devised  one  of  the  estates,  subject  to  the  term,  to  A,, 
for  life,  with  remainder,  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  succes- 
sively in  tail,  remainder,  to  his  daughters  in  tail,  with  re- 
mainder, to  B.,  and  his  sons  and  daughters,  in  like  manner ; 
and  he  then  devised  the  other  estate,  to  B.,  and  his  sons 
and  daughters,  in  a  similar  manner,  in  tail,  with  remainder, 
Co  A.,  and  his  sons  and  daughters,  in  like  manner ;  and  the 
testator  declared,  that  the  term  of  five-hundred  years  was  to 
be  held,  in  trust  (among  other  purposes)  to  raise  portions  for 
C.  and  D.,  payable  at  twen^-one,  and  fiirther  portions,  in 
;ase  either  A.  or  B.  should  die  without  issue,  whereby  the 
;urvivor  of  them  would  become  entitled  to  the  two  estates, 
rhe  estates  having  centered  in  the  issue  of  B.,  by  the  death 
>f  A.  vrithout  issue ;  Lord  Langdahf  M.  R.,  held,  that,  as 
he  additional  charges  were  to  take  effect  upon  a  failure  of 
»ue,  and,  at  the  same  time,  could  not  be  barred,  the  trusts 
f  the  term  for  raising  the  further  portions,  were  void. 

It  has  been  sometimes  supposed,  that  there  is  one  ex-  when  eiecn- 
eption  to  the  general  rule,  which  validates  executory  limi-  J^7(»MeSS? 
itions   after  or  upon   a   previous   estate-tail*     And  the  unnjedktely 
Kception  is  said  to  be  of  this  character  s  that  where  the  ex-  nation  ofestate. 
outcry  limitation  itself  cannot  vest  until  after  the  determi-  protected  by 
ation  of  the  estate-tail,  supposing  such  estate  naturally  to  ^^,1^^*^ 
(pire,  and  not  to  be  barred,  or,  where  the  limitation  is  to 
ike  effect  on  a  contingency,  possibly  unconnected  with  the 

(«)  Cote  ▼.  Drotiif,  2  Keen,  764. 
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detennination  of  the  preceding  estate-tail,  as  an  event 
which  may  not  happen  till  after  its  expiration, — that,  in  sach 
cases, — ^the  executory  limitation  must  be  rejected,  as  void 
under  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  notwithstanding  its 
liability  to  destruction  by  the  tenant  in  tail  (o)  Of  the 
former  branch  of  this  exception,  an  instance  may  be  sup- 
posed, in  the  case  of  a  limitation  to  A.,  and  the  heirs  of  his 
body,  and  on  de&ult  of  issue  of  A.,  and  after  the  expiration 
of  two  yean  from  the  time  of  such  fiulure,  to  R  Of  the 
latter,  an  illustration  is  afforded,  by  supposing  a  devise  of 
land,  to  A.,  in  tail,  and  as  soon  as  a  certain  tree  is  cut  down, 
the  land  to  go  over  to  6.,  and  his  heirs.  In  this  latter  case,  if, 
after  the  lapse  of  a  long  space  of  time,  A.'s  estate-tail  be  spent, 
and  the  tree  be  still  standing,  the  land  must,  until  the  tree 
is  felled,  descend  to  the  heir  of  the  testator ;  the  conse- 
quence of  which  would  be,  that  the  heir  would  take  a  fee- 
simple,  subject  to  an  executory  limitation-over,  which  might 
possibly  not  have  effect  until  a  veiy  remote  period.  The 
argument  is,  as  to  both  these  classes,  that  an  executoiy 
limitation  after  an  estate-tail,  unconfined  as  to  the  time  of  its 
taking  effect,  is  only  held  good,  where  it  is  to  vest,  either, 
upon  the  natural  expiration  of  a  preceding  estate-tail  in  a 
particular  manner,  or,  upon  the  determination  of  that 
estate,  before  its  natural  expiration,  on  the  happening  of  a 
stated  event.  And,  certiunly,  there  seems  to  be  no  principle, 
which  demands  the  extension  of  the  doctrine,  exempdng 
limitations  after  estates-tail  fix)m  the  restrictions  of  the  Role 
against  Perpetuities,  to  limitations  extrot  and  entirely  inde- 
pendent of,  the  estate-tail,  or  its  determination :  the  limits 
of  the  estate-tail  ought  properly  to  be  considered,  as  the 
only  period  within  or  at  the  expiration  of  which  the 
executory  limitation  shaU  take  effect,  inasmuch  as  it  is 
the  only  period  during  which  it  can  be  barred.  Nor  b 
the  mere  possibility,  that,  in   the  case   put  to  iflostnte 

(•)  1  Jarm.  Pow.  Dev.  408, 409,  n. 
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the  second  branch  of  the  exception,  the  happening  of 

the  contingency  may  precede  the  actual  expiration  of  the 

estate-tail,  8u£Bcient  to  connect  the  limitation  depending 

upon   that  contingency    with    the    estate-tail,  so    as    to 

induce  the  application  of  the  rule  under  consideration: 

to  satisfy  such  a  requirement,  there  must  be  a  certainty, 

that,  until  the  time  fixed  for  the  executoiy   limitation 

to  vest,  it  will,  be  destructible.    Thus,  it  has  been  well 

said,  ( p)—^  The  material  distinction  is,  that,  where  the 

executory  devise  is  immediately  dependent  on  the  estate- 

tsdl,   the  power  of  defeating  it  by  a  common  recoveiy 

subsists  during  the  whole  period  that  the  devise  continues 

in  its  executoiy  state,  so  that  at  no  period,  unless  from  the 

personal  incapacity  of  the  tenants  in  tail,  on  account  of 

minority,  or  otherwise,  does  the  executory  devise  exist  in 

an  indestructible  state :  but,  on  the  other  hand,  where  there 

is  an  intermediate  period,  however  short,   between  the 

determination  of  the  estate-tail,  and  the  vesting  of  the  ex-* 

ecutoiy  devise,  for  that  period  the  executory  devise  is 

incapable  of  being  destroyed,  and  is,  therefore,  exposed  to 

all  the  mischiefi  of  perpetuities."  Mr.  Sanderti  in  his  JEssay 

an  Uees  and  TrusUf  {q)  has  supplied  an  authority,  in  some 

measure  applicable  to  the  question  under  consideration  ; 

although  it  is  not  expressly  cited  by  him,  as  establishing  any 

such  distinction  as  that  here  referred  to.    The  case,  (r) 

\f7hich  is  unreported,  and  arose  in  Ireland,  is  thus  stated : 

an  estate  having  been  settled  by  will  to  uses  in  strict  settle- 

roent,  a  rent-charge  was  limited  to  arise  after  the  failure  of 

issue  of  a  person  not  taking  any  estate  in  the  property 

settled:  and,  upon  argument,  it  was  determined,  by  the 

CJourt  of  B.  R.,  in  Ireland,  that  the  limitation  of  the  rent- 

cbarge  was  void,  as  being  too  remote.     This  case  certainly 

affords  some  countenance  to  the  doctrine ;  and,  on  the  whole, 

as  the  latter  seems  accordant  with  principle,  it  must  be  con- 

<;  p)  1  Jinn.  Pow.  Dey.  409,  n.  (r)  Hartopp  ▼.  lordOir&vyy,  1819. 

Cq)  Vol.  i,  p.  197. 
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sidered  as  possessing  strong  claims  to  recognition  as  a  role 
of  law. 
which  thk  ^*  seems  to  be  a  question,  however,  whether  the  conse- 

doctrine  quence  of  the  doctrine  be,  wholly  to  invalidate  the  execatory 

remote  ezecu.  limitations  in  question,  or,  only  so  far  as  they  may  be 
Ser  cS^?°'  capable  of  arising  after  the  expiration  of  the  period  during 
^ii*  which  they  are  destructible,  that  is,  after  the  determination 

of  the  estate-taiL  The  result  of  the  latter  of  these  hy- 
potheses would  be,  that  the  limitation  would  be  valid,  and 
might  take  efiPect,  in  the  event  of  the  happening  of  the  con- 
tingency prior  to  the  exhaustion  of  the  estate-tail,  without 
any  act  having  been  done  to  bar  that  estate.  And  seeing 
that  Such'  interests  are  destructible  by  the  disentailing 
assurance  of  the  tenant  in  tail,  (equally  with  all  other 
executory  limitations,)  while  his  estate  subsists,  («)  there 
seems  to  be  no  sufficient  reason  for  denying  validity  to 
them,  so  far  as  respects  their  capability  of  taking  effisct  at 
the  natural  termination  of  the  entail 
exer^aed^  U  ^^^  principle,  which  exempts  limitations  after  aa  estate- 
consent  of        tail  from  all  objection  as  to  remoteness,  (as  we  have  formeriy 

tenant  in  tail,  v    •  n  .  <• 

notToidfor  secn,)  is  equally  applicable  to  powers  of  sale,  exchange, 
upon  Mme*  partition,  enfranchisement,  and  the  like,  to  be  exercised 
principle  as      by  trustees,  with  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for  life,  or  the 

that  validating  ... 

indefinite         tenant  in  tail  in  possession.     These  powers,  not    being 
lifts.   ^        exerciseable  without  the  concurrence  of  the  persona  bene- 
ficially entitled,  are  manifestly  destructible,  by  any  act  of 
the  tenant  in  tidl  which  would  defeat  remainders  aad  ex- 
ecutory limitations ;  and  such  destructibility,  consequently, 
removes  all  tendency  to  a  perpetuity,  to  which  the  indefi* 
niteness  of  the  powers  might  have  given  rise.     The  state  of 
the  law  with  respect  to  powers,   to  be  exercised  generally 
without  reference  to  the  consent  of  beneficial  owners,  and 
uncircumscribed  in   regard  to  the  time  of  their  ezecotion, 
has  been  noticed  on  a  pre  vious  occasion. 

(0  1  Jami.  Pow.  DeT.  409,  n. 
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2.  A  secfHid  class  of  limitations  which,  it  has  been  2.  Limitations 
generally  supposed,  (0  arc  exempted  from  the  operation  of  wSned     ^ 
our  laws  against  remoteness,  consists  of  those,  the  naiure  of  ^"""^^^ 
who$e  sub/ect-maiter  is  such  as  to  render  it  necessaiy  (it  is 
said)  for  them  to  take  effect,  if  at  all,  Mtithin  the  period 
prescribed  by  the  Rule  for  pretention  of  Perpetuities,  and 
which,  therefore,  in  themselves,  preclude  any  question  of 
remoteness. 

Thus,  let  it  be  supposed,  that  A.,  being  tenant  under  a 

freehold  lease  for  three  lives,  devises  the  property  of  which 

he  is  lessee,  after  the  death  of  B.  without  issue,  to  C. 

Taking  the  event,  and  the  limitation  expectant  upon  it, 

abstractedly,  or  dissociated  from  the  nature  and  circum* 

stances  of  the  estate,   the  former  is,  unquestionably,  too 

remote,  and  the  latter,  therefore,  void.     But,  considering 

them  in  reference  to  or  in  connexion  with  the  peculiar 

character  of  the  subject  of  the  gift,  the  applicability  of  the 

same  rule  seems,  at  least,  doubtful. 

The  arguments  to  be  urged  in  &vor  of  this  supposed  Mr.  BuOtr^t 
exception  have  been  so  luminously  stated  by  Mr.  Butler,  ^^^!^^^^ 
that  no  apology  can  be  necessary  for  their  insertion  in  this 
place,  in  order  to  the  better  comprehension  of  the  sub- 
ject.    '*  It  sometimes  happens,"  writes  that  learned  gentle- 
man, (u)   ^that  executory  uses  or  trusts,  limited  to  take 
effect  at  a  period  which  exceeds  the  boundary  of  such 
executory  limitations,  are  created  in  estates  or  interests,  the 
extent  or  duration  of  which  estates  or  interests  does  not 
exceed  that  boundary,  as  in  leases  for  three  lives,  or  twenty- 
oae  years.    In  all  such  ulterior  limitations,  the  nature  of 
the   case  appears  to  make  it   necessary,   that  the  clause 
introducing  them  must  be  understood  to  be  accompanied 
with  a  trust  or  implied  condition,  that  the  event  on  which  . 
it  is  to  take  effect,  shall  happen  within  the  term  or  duration 
of  the  estate  or  interest  in  which  the  use  or  trust  is  created : 

Ci)  See  Prior  on  « Itsne^'*  103.  («)  Note  to  F.  G.  R.  500. 
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and  on  this  supposition  such  secondary  limitations  may  be 
saved.  If  fee-simple  lands  are  conveyed  to  A.,  and  his 
heirSj  and  if  A.  shall  have  no  son  who  shfdl  attun  the  age 
of  twenty-four  years^  to  B.,  in  fee ;  or  if  a  monied  fund  be 
directed  to  be  held  in  trust  for  A.,  his  executors  and  ad- 
ministratorsi  and  if  A.  shall  have  no  son  who  attains  the 
age  of  twenty-four  years,  in  trust  for  B. ;  in  each  case,  the 
limitation  to  B.  will  be  void  for  its  remoteness,  as  in  each 
case,  the  event  on  which  it  is  limited  to  take  effect  must 
not  necessarily  take  place,  or  become  incapable  of  taking 
place,  at  the  expiration  of  a  life  or  lives  in  being  and 
twenty-one  years,  a  requisite,  as  we  have  seen,  essential  to 
the  legal  validity  of  such  executory  limitations  Now,  if  a 
leasehold  for  three  lives  be  conveyed  to  A.,  and  his  heirs, 
and  if  he  shall  have  no  son  who  attains  the  age  of  twenty- 
four  years,  to  B.,  and  his  heirs,  or  if  a  leasehold  for  twen^- 
one  years  be  directed  to  be  hekl  in  trust  for  A.,  his  exe- 
cutors and  administrators,  and  if  he  shall  have  no  son  who 
attains  the  age  of  twenty-four  years,  in  trust  for  B.,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  in  each  case,  the 
limitation  to  B.  may,  at  first  view,  appear  to  be  liable  to 
the  same  objection  of  remoteness ;  but,  it  must  be  observed, 
that  the  lives  which,  in  the  first  case,  and  the  years  which, 
in  the  second,  form  the  term  for  which  the  property  is  hdd, 
are  within  the  legal  boundary.  Now,  the  limitation-over 
cannot  be  understood,  as  meant  to  have  any  operation, 
except  on  the  supposition,  that  the  event  on  which  it  de- 
pends, will  take  effect  during  the  continuance  of  the  term. 
This  seems  to  make  it  necessarv  to  connect  the  continuanoe 
of  the  lives  or  years  'with  the  ulterior  limitation,  so  as  to 
incorporate  their  continuance  into  and  make  it  a  part  <^tbe 
event,  on  which  the  ulterior  limitation  is  to  arise.  If  fee- 
simple  lands  were  limited  to  A.,  his  heirs  and  ass^ns^  or  a 
monied  fund  were  limited  to  A.,  his  executors  tmd  admi- 
nistrators, with  a  limitation-over  to  B.,  i^  during  the  lives 
of  three  persons  in  baing,  or  the  lives  or  life  of  the  survivors 
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or  survivor  of  them,  or  during  the  actual  term  of  twenty-one 
years,  do  son  of  A.  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-four 
jears,  there  is  no  doubt,  that  the  limitation«OTer  to  B.  would 
be  legally  valid.     Now,  the  limitation-over  in  the  cases 
suggested  will  be  the  same,  if  the  continuance  of  the  lives 
or  years,  for  which  the  land  is  held,  be  considered  as  incorr 
porated  into,  and  making  a  part  of,  the  event  introducing 
the  ulterior  limitation,  in   the  manner  proposed.      The 
clause  introducing  that  limitation  must  then  be  understood, 
in  the  same  manner,  as  if  it  had  been  thus  expressed :  *  And 
in  case,  during  the  lives  of  the  three  persons  for  whose 
lives  the  lease  is  held,  or  during  the  lives  or  life  of  the  sur- 
vivors or  survivor  of  them,  (or  during  the  term  of  twenty- 
one  years,  as  the  case  may  be,)  A.  shall  die,  and  no  son 
shall,  within  that  period,  attain  the  age  of  twenty-four  years^ 
then  and  in  that  case,  the  lands  shall  go  and  remain  to  B*' 
It  seems  clear,  that,  in  the  cases  we  are  speaking  of,  a  limi- 
tation-over, introduced  in  these  words,  would  be  free  from 
objection.     The  question,  therefore,   is,  whether,  in  the 
words  usually  introducing  such  ulterior  limitations,  the 
supposed  words  must  not  be  implied.     The  rule  of  inters 
pretatioD,  quod  neceuario  subinteUigitur  ncfi  deest,  is  cer- 
tainly in  fiivor  of  their  implication." 

These  remarks,  it  is  to  be  observed,  are  applicable  to  every 
species  of  limitation  to  which  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities 
extends,  and  the  questicm  discussed  in  them  is  one  which 
must  be  decided  alike  in  regard  to  all  such  limitations. 

The  little  authority  to  be  found,  bearing  upon  this  subject.  The  autbopi- 
seems,  until  recently,  to  have  been  of  a  conflicting  character,  u^n  the'pokt! 

Thnsy  in  an  old  case,  (t;)  where  A.,  possessed  of  a  term  of  Deuilof  time, 
ninety-nine  years,  determinable  upon  three  lives,  devised 
the  lease,  to  his  wife,  for  life,  and  after  her  decease,  to  N., 
his  son,  for  Ufe,  and  if  N.  should  die  without  issue,  then, 
to  B. ;  it  was  held,  that  the  limitation  to  R  was  void,  for 

(0  Lone  ▼.  irpndk€Uh  I  Ventr.  79;  1  Lev.  290. 
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that  the  remainder  of  a  term  could  not  depend  on  a  possi- 
bility so  remote  as  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue.  Here,  we 
perceive,  a  limitation  of  property  held  under  a  lease  for 
Uves,  after  a  general  fiulure  of  issue,  was  deemed  equally 
invalid  with  a  similar  limitation  of  land  held  in  fee-simple; 
although,  perhaps,  litde  importance  is  to  be  attached  to  the 
decision ;  as  the  attention  of  the  Court  was  not  drawn  to 
the  distinction  under  consideration,  and  the  notions  preva- 
lent on  the  general  subject  of  Perpetuity  were  by  no  means 
characterised  by  jHedseness. 

The  next  case  {w)  to  be  noticed  is  one  in  which  the 
question  directly  arose,  and  was,  to  a  certain  degree,  dis- 
cussed ;  although,  as  the  case  went  off  on  another  point,  no 
judicial  opinion  was  pronounced  upon  it  Lady  C,  being 
jointress  for  life  of  an  estate,  demised  it  to  trustees,  for 
ninety-nine  years,  if  she  should  so  long  live,  in  trust  for 
herself,  during  her  widowhood,  and  after  her  marriage, 
then,  in  trust  for  J.  S.  CL,  her  second  son,  and  the  heirs  of 
his  body,  and  if  he  died  without  issue,  then,  in  trust  for 
L.  S.  C,  her  next  son :  J.  &  C.  died  without  issue :  and, 
upon  the  question,  whether  the  trust  of  the  term  should  go 
to  his  mother,  as  administratrix  to  him,  or  to  the  next  son 
in  remainder,  it  was  contended,  that  the  only  reason,  why 
the  trust  of  a  term  could  not  be  limited  to  one  and  the  heirs 
of  his  body,  with  remainderover,  was,  because  this  wouM 
make  a  perpetuity,  but  here  would  be  no  perpetuity,  in 
r^^ard  that  the  whole  term  was  to  determine  whenever 
lady  C.  should  die,  just  as  if  she  had  made  a  lease  of  her 
jointure-lands,  to  a  trustee,  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  she 
should  so  long  live,  in  trust  for  A.,  and  the  heirs  of  his 
body,  but  if  A.  should  die  without  heirs  ot  his  body,  living 
lady  C,  then,  to  B.,  which  limitation  had  been  good. 
The  reporter  adds, — **  ideo  quare,  though  it  seems  rather 
to  be  a  good  limitaticm  of  the  trust,  and  within  the  reaaoQ 

(w)  King  ▼.  CoUoH,  2  p.  Wms.  676. 
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of  the  dake  of  Norfolk^ $  case;  and  the  several  other  subse- 
quent resolutions  grounded  thereupon*" 

In  another  case^  {x)  a  testator,  being  seised  of  an  estate 

for  three  lives  in  the  property  in  question,  devised  it  to  his 

daughter,  M.  M.,  for  life,  remainder,  to  her  issue  male,  and 

hr  want  of  such,  remainder,  to  L.     One  of  the  questions 

being,  whether  the  remainder  to  L.  was  good,  it  was  held, 

hj  Lord  Chancellor  TaJboty  in  the  affirmative ;  his  lordship 

observing,  that  there  could  be  no  danger  ofa  perpetuity ;  for  all 

th«9e  estates  would  determine  on  the  expiration  of  the  lives 

of  the  cestui*  que  vies;  and  so,  likewise,  would  it  have  been, 

had  there  been  twenty  lives  all  spending  at  the  same  time. 

iiltbough,  at  this  day,  there  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  validity 

of  a  limitation  of  an  estate  fur  autre  vie,  after  a  prior  gift 

in  jttiMf-entail,  the  reason  of  the  observation  just  quoted 

should  seem  to  be  applicable  to  every  kind  of  limitation,  to 

take  effect  out  of  such  estates ;  although,  it  is  true,  in  the 

former  case,  there  is  the  additional  security  against  undue 

remoteness,  afforded  by  the  destructibility  of  the  lioiitation 

depending  on  the  quaei^ntaxL 

In  the  next  case,(y)  a  testator,  cestui  que  trust  of  an 
estate  for  three  lives,  devised  it,  subject  to  various  charges, 
to  his  daughter,  M.  S.,  and  made  her  executrix,  then  to  be 
equally  divided  between  H.  W.,  and  T.  W. ;  and  if  H.  W., 
or  T.  W.,  died  without  heirs  of  their  respective  bodies, 
then,  their  respective  shares  should  go  to  C.  C:  T.  W. 
released,  for  valuable  consideration,  all  his  interest  in  the 
premises,  to  H.  W.,  and  died  without  issue.  Lord  Chan- 
cellor Harcourt  decreed,  that  C.  C.  was  entitled  to  the 
moiety  of  T.  W.  On  appeal,  it  was  insisted,  that  the  limi- 
tation to  C.  C.  ought  to  be  deemed  void,  both  at  law  and 
in  equity,  as  tending  to  a  perpetuity,  and  preventing  the 
estate  from  being,  by  any  means,  aliened ;  for,  though  the 
original  *estate  was  only  for  three  lives,  yet,  it  being  the 

(x)  Lmp  V.  Barnmp  3  P.  Wins.  (y)  ffatine^t  v.  Chappy  1  Bro. 

262.  Pari  Ca.  467. 
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mutual  interest  of  landlord  and  tenant,  that  such  leases 
should  be  from  time  to  time  renewable,  and,  being  rraiewed, 
most  continue  under  the  same  trusts,  the  estate  might  by 
possibility  continue  for  ever.  On  the  other  hand^  it  was 
said,  that  the  limitation  could  only  take  effect,  if  the  three 
lives,  or  any  of  them,  were  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
contingency.     The  decree  was  affirmed. 

In  a  more  recent  case,  (z)  the  doctrine  oigy^prit  (whidb, 
it  will  be  remembered,  proceeds  upon  the  suppoBiti<m  of 
the  remoteness  of  an  ulterior  gifi^)  was  applied  to  a  devise  of 
property  held  for  lives,  equally  with  fee-simple  estates  pass- 
ing under  the  same  will.  It  does  not  appear  from  the 
report,  however,  that  any  distinction  was  taken  in  the  argu- 
ment, as  to  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  limitations 
of  the  different  estates,  on  account  of  some  being  held  for 
lives  only,  (a) 

In  a  still  later  case,  greater  notice  was  taken  of  the 
question  as  to  the  remoteness  of  limitations  of  proper^  held 
for  lives ;  and,  it  may  even  be  said,  that  an  affirmation  of  the 
exception  under  tonsideration  is  discoverable.  The  case 
alluded  to  is  that  of  Bengough  v.  Edridge^  {b)  where,  it  will 
be  remembered,  under  a  wiU,  estates  were  vested  in  trus- 
tees, for  a  t&rm  of  one-hundred-and-twenty  years,  if  twenty- 
eight  persons  therein  named,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of 
them,  should  so  long  live,  and  for  the  term  of  twenty  years 
^o  commence  from  the  expiration  of  the  prior  term,  upon 
trusts  for  the  beilefit  of  a  person  in  esse,  and  after  his 


(z)  Mosfg  V.  Mogg,  1  Mer.  654. 

(a)  It  was  stated  by  Mr.  Pretton, 
(who  was  one  of  the  counsel  in  Mogg 
V.  Mogpf)  on  the  argument  in  the  case 
otBengoughs.  Edridgttinfra^ihbXf  "in 
the  case  of  Mogg  ?.  Mogg,  the  Court 
was  of  opinion,  no  perpetuity  existed  as 
to  leaseholds  for  yetfs  determinable 
on  lives,  eren  though  there  might  be 
a  renewal,  and  probably  would  be 
renewals,   under   the   tenant-right." 


The  report  furnishes  no  acoomtt  of 
this  opinion ;  and  it  is  difficult  to  oon- 
ceire,  how  any  such  could  havebeen  en- 
tertained, consistently  wHh  tlie  actoal 
decision,  which  treated  estates,  of 
whatever  duration,  as  alike,  in  regard 
to  the  law  of  Peipetoity.  It  woold 
seem,  that  the  learned  genUemaa  has 
been  misreported. 
(6)  I  Sim.  173. 
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decease,  of  his  several  sonSy  bom  and  unborD,  successively, 
and  of  the  heirs  male  of  such  sons  respectively,  by  pur- 
chase, with  divers  limitalions-over,  in  &vor  of  other  persons 
in  ene,  and  their  sons,  and  is8ue,'in  like  manner:  subject  to 
these  terms,  the  inheritance  of  the  property  was  devised  in 
strict  settlement     The  question  of  the  remoteness  of  the 
limitations  in  the  will  coming  before  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  testator's  heir-at-law,  (who  was  also 
the  first  tenant  for  life  under  the  limitations,)  for  declaration 
of  the  rights  of  the  various  parties  interested,  it  was  argued, 
that  the  limitations,  to  take  efiiect  during  the  period  of  the 
suspension  of  the  inheritance,  were  within  the  boundary  of 
perpetuity,  as  they  were,  in  effect,  only  for  a  certain  num- 
ber of  lives  in  being,  and  twenty  years  after  (it  being,  also, 
contended,  in  support  of  the  ulterior  gi(b  of  the  inheritance, 
that  this  additional  term  might  be  an  absolute  one).     It  was 
said,  on  the  other  hand,  that,  although  it  had  been  stated, 
as  an  acknowledged  rule  of  law,  that  limitations  issuing 
out  of  limited  interests  were  valid,  not  even  a  dictum  could 
be  produced  to  establish  it ;  for  that  limitations  were  to  be 
judged  of,  with  reference  to  perpetuity,  not  by  the  quantity 
of  the  interest  out  of  which  they  are  to  issue,  but  by  their 
Ic^al  effect ;  and  that  nothing  could  be  more  inconvenient, 
than  to  hold  the  same  limitations  good,  in  one  case,  and 
had,  in  another;   and  that,  consequently,  the  limitations 
of  the  terms  must  be  governed  by  precisely  the  same 
rulesi,  as  gifts  to  take  effect  out  of  the  fee-simple.     It  was, 
further,  uiged,  that  the  terms,  supposing  them  to  be  valid, 
were  not  capable  of  supporting  trusts  in  themselves  illegal : 
that,  as  the  terms  were  introduced  into  the  will  for  no  other 
purpose  than  to  evade  the  law,  they  could  not  support  trusts 
in  themselves  invalid :  and  that,  though  therule  of  law  was, 
tbat  no  disposition  should  be  good,  by  which  alienation 
might  be  suspended  for  a  period  longer  than  a  life  or  lives 
in  being,  and  twenty-one  years  aft«r ;  yet,  the  converse  of 
that  rule  was  nowhere  laid  down,  that  every  suspension 
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during  that  period  is  good ;  but  that  whatever  tends  to  a 
perpetuity,  or  is  within  the  mischief  of  it,  is,  whatever  may 
be  the  ingenuity  with  which  the  particular  interest  has  been 
framed,  a  case  for  the  interference  of  the  Court.  To  these 
remarks,  it  was  well  replied,  that  the  ai]gument,  that,  even 
if  the  limitations  in  the  will  could  be  good,  they  were  an 
evasion  of  the  law,  and  a  fraud  on  the  rule,  was  a  solecism ; 
for  that  it  was  absurd  to  say,  that  there  was  a  rule  of  law 
which  permitted  the  suspension  of  property  durii^  a  given 
period,  and  that  it  was  an  evasion  of  the  law  to  conform  to 
the  rule :  nothing,  which  was  consistent  with  the  rule,  could 
be  a  fraud  on  the  rule.  The  Vice-Chancellor  decided  in 
favor  of  the  validity  of  the  limitations,  to  take  effect  out  of 
the  inheritance,  after  the  determination  of  the  terms;  but 
it  does  not  appear,  that  his  honor  made  any  observations, 
directly  to  the  point  of  the  legality  of  the  trusts  limited 
during  the  terms ;  thereby  tacitly  affirming  the  somidness 
of  the  whole  of  the  testator's  dispositive  scheme,  of  which, 
the  limitations  of  the  terms  formed  no  insignificant  portion. 
Decided  cues.  The  result  of  these  cases,  it  is  conceived,  is,  upon  the 
^Torable  to '  whole,  favorable  to  the  doctrine  under  consideration ;  un* 
the  doctnne.  ^q^  indeed,  any  distinction  is  to  be  taken  between  limita- 
tions out  of  leases  for  lives,  or  for  years  determinable  on 
lives,  and  trusts  of  terms  created  in  estates  of  inheritance, 
similar  to  those  in  Bengough  v.  Edridge  ;  a  distinction,  for 
which,  it  should  seem,  no  very  influential  reason  is  to  be 
assigned. 
OpmioM  of  In  addition  to  this  support  from  authority,  it  may  be 

the^sS^  ®"  noticed,  that,  besides  mr.  Butler,  and  mr.  Peere  WiUiams,  the 
doctrine  has  received  the  assent  of  other  writers  on  the  law 
of  real  property,  of  the  first  repute.  Thus,  mr.  Fe€tme{e) 
seems  to  be  of  opinion,  that  a  limitation  upon  a  fiuiure  of 
issue,  of  an  estate  held  for  a  term  determinable  on  a  life  in 
being,  is  good ;  as  appears  by  his  short  parenthetical  obser* 

(c)  C.  R,  489. 
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vation,  on  quoting  the  remark  of  mr.  Peere  Williams^  shove 
cited     And  nu-.  Preston^  {d)  also,  lays  it  down  as  a  rule, 
(though,  he  admits,  ^'not  fully  and  deliberately  settled,*^ 
that,  **  if  from  the  nature  of  the  property,  the  interest  cannot 
be  too  remote,  a  limitation-over  will  be  good,  in  whatever 
words  it  shall  be  expressed."    The  Beat  Property  Commie' 
sionerSi  again,  (e)  alluding  to  the  case  of  Bengough  v.  Ed- 
ridge,  seem  to  admit  the  doctrine  under  consideration,  (at 
least,  as  respects  limited  estates  of  the  kind  which  occurred 
in  that  case,)  for  they  remark,  that,  **  although  a  limitation 
to  the  son  of  an  unborn  son,  if  considered  by  itself,  would 
have  been  bad,  yet,  when  it  came  to  be  taken  as  covering  a 
portion  only  of  the  main  period  assigned  for  the  suspension 
of  the  estate,  it  was  held  good ;  for,  as  the  whole  period  did 
not  exceed  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years  afterwards, 
there  was  no  perpetuity ;  and,  if  there  was  no  perpetuity  in 
the  whole,  there  could  be  none  in  the  part.**    And,  so,  also, 
mr.  Jarman,  (/)  speaking  of  a  devise,  (ordinarily  too  re- 
mote) which,  from  the  nature  of  the  subject  of  gift,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  life-estate,  can  never  be  extended  beyond  the 
period  allowed  by  the  rule  of  law,  admits,  that  **  much  ar- 
gument might  be  advanced  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  such 
a  limitation." 

Thus  supported,  the  doctrine  in  question  has,  perhaps, 
some  claim  to  consideration,  as  a  principle  of  law;  although 
the  want  of  authority  adequate  to  the  necessities  of  the  case, 
coupled  with  the  existence  of  an  old  decision  supporting  a 
different  conclusion,  and  a  few  theoretical  difficulties,  not 
as  yet  adjudged  to  be  other  than  insuperable,  forbid  our 
treating  it  as  a  clear  or  settled  rule. 

Of  these  difficulties,  the  first  (regarding  leases,  strictly  so  The  difficultj 
called,)  is  that  presented  by  the  tenant-right  of  renewal,  STilTe  aae  of 
which  is  considered  to  exist  in  respect  to  a  lanre  portion  of  >«•««».  bj  the 

^  ^     ^  tenani-neht 

property  held  under  leases  for  lives,  or  for  years  deter-  of  renewS. 

(d)  2  Essay  on  Abst  162.  (/)  I  Pow.  Dcv.  405,  n. 

(«•;  3  Rep.  33. 
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minable  on  liye&  This  tenant^righi  operates,  in  equity, 
aa  a  kind  of  connecting  link  between  every  successive  lease, 
or,  as  it  has  been  better  sud,  {g)  is  the  author  or  moving 
cause  of  evexy  fresh  lease ;  and  it  is,  therefore,  bound,  in 
equity,  by  every  disposition  or  settlement  of  the  existing 
lease,  to  which  it  is  attached.  And  where  the  lessor  is 
bound  to  renew,  the  tenant  has  a  right  which  may  be 
transferred  or  settled  at  law.  As,  under  such  leases,  conse- 
quently, the  tenant  has  an  interest  beyond  his  subsisting 
term,  it  deserves  consideration,  whether  the  reason  of  the 
alleged  exception  from  the  rule,  that  executory  limitations 
must  be  confined  to  arise  within  the  legal  limits  of  remote- 
ness, grounded  on  the  limited  duration  of  the  subject  of  the 
gift,  be  not,  to  a  considerable  extent,  if  not,  entirely,  taken 
away. 

Nay,  it  may,  even,  be  further  said,  that,  whether  there 
be  any  obligation  to  renew,  or  any  tenant-right  of  renewal, 
or  nol^  if  the  existing  lease  be  actually  renewed,  all  ground 
for  restiicting  the  application  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetui- 
ties is  removied,  as  the  new  or  substituted  lease  is  afiected 
by  all  the  limitations  and  trusts  to  which  the  old  lease  was 
subject  Certain  it  is,  that  lives,  not  in  eise  at  the  date  of 
the  settlement  or  devise  of  the  existing  lease,  may  after- 
wards be  made  the  cestuis  que  wes  of  the  new  lease ;  and,  if 
such  be  the  case,  there  seems  no  reason  for  supporting  a 
remote  limitation  of  property  held  under  renewable  leases,  in 
reference  to  the  question  of  its  tendency  to  a  perpetoity, 
which  will  not  be  found  to  be  equally  applicable  to  umilar 
limitations  of  lands  held  in  fee-simple. 

It  must  be  observed,  that  mr.  Butieriji)  suggests  xbk 
question  of  the  existence  of  a  tenant*right  of  renewal,  as, 
possibly,  affecting  or  qualifying  his  conclufflons  upon  the 
general  subject;  while  mr.  Preston {i)  conaders,  that  the 
limitation  of  an  estate  held  for  lives,  or  for  years  deter- 

C^)  Coy.  ConT.  Ev.  153.  (t)  2  Emj  on  AUt.  163. 

(A)  Note  to  F.  C.  R.  502. 
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minable  on  lives,  will  not,  on  acooant  of  the  ezifitenoe  of 
a  right  of  renewal,  or  a  tenant*right,  be  too  remote,  and 
▼Old,  when  sach  a  limitation  would  otherwise  be  protected 
by  the  doctrine,  grounded  on  the  limited  term  or  nature  of 
the  subject  of  the  gift     The  Meal  Property   Commit 
sianersg  (k)  again,  observe,  in  reference  to  leases  for  lives, 
that,  ''such  leases  being  ordinarily  renewable,  setdements 
of  them  are,  in  truth,  not  setdements  of  a  limited  interest." 
It  may  deserve  consideration,  whether  the  objection,  pre- 
sented by  this  tenant-right  of  renewal,  to  an  exemption  of 
leases  for  lives  or  for  years  determinable  on  lives,  from  the 
operation  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  (supposing  the  ex- 
istence of  any  real  objection,}  might  not  be  obviated,  by  hold* 
ing,  that  all  limitations  of  such  leases,  however  in  themselves 
remote,  are  valid,  if  the  contingencies  on  which  they  depend, 
happen  during  the  existence  of  the  cestuis  que  vies  ;  in  other 
words,  by  confining  the  protection  afforded  in  the  limited 
nature  of  the  estate,  to  the  time  of  the  actual  duration  of 
such  estate,  and  treating  the  limitations,  so  fer  as  they  affect 
or  take  effect  out  of  any  renewed  lease,  in  the  same  manner, 
as  if  declared  of  an  estate  in  fee-simple.     Perhaps,  however, 
any  suggestion  of  this  kind  is  rather  of  legislative,  than 
judicial  or  professional  cognizance.  (/) 


(A)  3  Rep.  99. 

(l)  The  following  are  the  obaenra- 
tions  of  a  writer  who  assails  xnr. 
Butler*^  position  and  arguments, 
quoted,  tuprOyj^.  673,  et  uq. ,  in  especial 
reference  to  the  objection  arising  from 
the  renewable  character  of  the  leases 
here  bnmght  under  notice.  '*  It  ap- 
pears to  me,'*  obsertes  Mr.  RandeO^ 
in  hb  EM9ay  on  the  law  of  Ptrpehiityf 
(p.  157,)  ^'that,  to  connder  the  pre- 
sent Urea  as  the  boundary  of  the  ten- 
juit's  estate  and  interest,  in  an  estate 
jmr  autre  vie,  is  a  delusion.  A  Court 
of  equity  will  not  permit  us  so  to 
consider  it. 

<«We  must  understand  the  limita- 


tiotts,  in  the  foregoing  extract  from 
the  note  to  FMme,  as  intended  to 
operate  by  way  of  trust  or  use,  since, 
otherwise,  the  limitation  to  B.  and  his 
heirs  would  be  ab  initio  void.  Now, 
where  an  estate  pur  autre  me  is  limited 
to  one  in  trust,  the  doctrine  of  equity 
is,  that  the  trustee  is  bound  to  re- 
new, and  by  renewing,  the  estate  so 
revived  by  the  introduction  of  new 
Hves,  is  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the 
old  or  former  estate ;  the  consequence 
is,  that,  instead  of  its  being  necessary 
to  connect  the  continuance  of  the  lives 
with  the  Ihnitations,  so  as  to  make  the 
existence  of  the  partienkw  lives  a  part 
of  the  event  on  which  such  limita« 
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How  far  qucs-  Another  difficulty  which  may  seem  to  present  itself  in  the 
generaf  ^  ^  ^^7  of  ^he  conclosiony  that  estates  j9t«r  autre  vie^  and  lease- 
*™*tai2*°^   f  ^^^^  ^^'  twenty-one  years,  are  not  within  the  principle  of 


tioDS  are  to  arise,  the  existing  lires 
form  no  boundary  to  the  effectual 
operation  of  such  limitations.  If, 
therefore,  the  estate  were  limited  in 
trust  for  A^  for  Ufe,  remainder  to  his 
first  and  other  sons  at  twenty-one, 
remainder  to  B.,  and  his  heirs;  and 
all  the  lives  were  to  drop  during  the 
exbtence  of  A.,  or  during  the  mi- 
nority of  his  issue,  and  the  trustees 
were  to  renew,  such  renewed  lease 
would  be  subject  to  the  trusts  and 
limitations  of  the  old ;  and  if  the  issue 
of  A.  were  to  die  without  doing  any 
act  to  defeat  the  remainder,  such  li- 
mitation might  take  eflfect  in  the  re- 
newed lease. 

''But,  suppose  the  limitation  to 
give  A.  a  vested  determinable  fee ; 
dius,  in  trust  for  A.  and  his  heirs, 
and  if  he  shall  have  no  son  who  shall 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  yean, 
then  for  B.  and  his  heirs.  There 
can  be  no  objection,  in  point  of  per- 
petuity, to  raeh  a  limitation.  Doea 
any  oljeetion  arise  out  of  the  nature 
or  quality  of  the  pitiperty  ?  I9  not 
the  renewed  estate  considered  as  a 
continuation  or  extension  of  the  old? 
As  the  old  estate  still  in  being ;  as  a 
graft  on  the  old ;  as  a  part  of  the  an- 
cient interest  ?  Can  it  be  contended, 
that  A.  has  the  absolute  power  of  dis- 
position, in  the  same  manner,  as 
though  the  limitation  had  been  to  him 
and  the  heirs  or  issue  of  his  body  ? 

''It  is  unquestionable,  that  if  the 
limitation  to  A.  had  given  him  a^wMt- 
estate-tail,  instead  of  a  determinable 
fee,  he  would  have  had  the  power  tobar 
or  destroy  the  ulterior  limitation,  even 
without  the  concurrence  of  the  trus- 
tees :  and,  therefore,  any  ulterior  limi- 
tation, although  not  referring  in  the 


slightest  degree  to  the  rule  against 
perpetuity  would  be  good.  But  if  the 
limitation  had  been  in  a  wi11»  so  as  te 
cause  it  to  operate  after  the  namier 
of  an  Executory  devise,  it  would  be 
secure  against  the  dispositioii  of  A. ; 
and  as  a  limitation  of  this  nature;,  in  a 
deed,  is  similar  to  what  an  ezecnfeory 
devise  is  in  a  will,  it  appears,  that  the 
limitation  to  B.  would  not  be  in  the 
hands,  or  absolute  power  of  A.  In 
corroboration  hereof^  I  may  be  per- 
mitted to  observe,  that  by  putting  the 
case,  Ifr.  Butler,  seems  to  admit  the 
validity  of  the  limitation,  exdnsive  of 
the  effect  the  rule  against  perpetnity 
might  be  supposed  to  have  on  that  to 
B.,  as  it  stands  in  the  note  to  Fmrmt. 

''Presuming,  therefore,  upon  the 
validity  of  the  limitation  to  B.  and  his 
heirs,  in  the  oase  suggested  hereia, 
and  that  A.  has  not  the  abaolafee 
power  over  it;  the  conseqneace  of 
the  trust  is,  as  above  stated,  that  were 
the  trustee  to  renew,  tlie  eetale  vroold 
still  be  liable  to  the  old  trast  to  B. 
And  that  being  once  established,  it  is 
clear,  that  a  tmst  seeking  to  postpone 
the  vesting  of  an  ulterior  Iimitatioii, 
which  tiie  first  taker  cannot  destroy, 
until  the  determination  of  an  event, 
which  may  not  take  effect  eariicr  than 
twenty-four  years  from  a  life  ni  being; 
is  void. 

"But,  suppose  the  tmstee,  before 
renewal,  to  convey  the  legal  estate  to 
A.,  and  he,  being  so  pnescised  of  the 
egal  estate,  were  to  renew,  and  thea 
to  convey  the  premises  to  C.  and  his 
heirs;  and  afterwards  to  die  haviog 
no  son  who  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
four  years;  could  B.  or  his  heirs, 
standing  in  tiie  situation  of  psrties, 
claiming  under  a  limitation  adaatted 
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the  laws  against  remoteness,  arises  from  the  reflection,  that,  i[ifts  of  fee- 
in  all  ordinal^  cases  of  construction,  limitations  of  these  ^^of  MUtes 
estates  are  held  to  operate  in  a  manner  strictly  analogous  to  p^^"'^  '"^ 
the  like  limitations  of  fee*simple  estates ;  whence,  it  seems 
to  follow,  that,  for  all  practical  purposes,  the  difference 
in  the  nature  of  the  two  estates  is  not  to  be   r^ardcd* 
This  aigument  was  well  put  by  Sir  Edward  Sugden,  at  the 
bar,  on  the  discussion  of  the  above-noticed  case  of  Ben" 
gough  v.  Edridge{m)i — ^'Suppose  an  estate  held  for  lives 
were  granted  to  A.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  and,  for  want 
of  such  issn^  to  B.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body ;  could  it 
be  contended,  that  the  words,  *  for  want  of  such  issue,' 
ought  to  be  confined  to  a  &ilore  of  issue  during  the  lives, 
and  that,  therefore,  A.  did  not  take  a  jruo^t-estate-tail  ? 
No;  but,  in  strict  analogy  to  the  effect  given  to  the  same 
limitation  out  of  a  fee-simple  estate,  it  would  be  held  to  give 
A.  a  ^£»»-estate-taiL     So,  if  a  term  of  ninety-nine  years, 
determinable  on  the  dropping  of  a  life,  is  granted  to  a  person 
and  the  heirs  of  his  body,  the  grantee  takes  the  entire 


to  be  illegal,  be  heard  in  a  Court  of 
equity,  to  charge  the  trustees  with  a 
breach  of  trait*  or  the  estate  in  the 
bands  of  (X  ?  Upon  this  qoestton,  I 
do  not  feel  myself  called  upon  to  say 
aoy  thing,  and  would  certainly  wish 
to  be  silent. 

**  Stai  it  may  said,  that  the  fore- 
going instances  are  where  the  estate 
was  conreyed  to  trustees,  and  that  it  Is 
only  in  the  case  of  a  trust,  or  of  per» 
sons  who  fill  the  character  of  trustees, 
that  a  Court  of  equity  will  interpose, 
and  fix  the  renewed  lease  with  the 
old  limitatioiis ;  and  that,  therefore, 
where  such  an  estate  is  dtvUed  to  A« 
and  his  heirs,  and  if  he  shall  ha^e  no 
son  who  shall  lire  to  attain  the  age  of 
twentj-four  years,  to  B.  and  his  heirs, 
such  limitation  to  B.  is  good,  because 
it  must  take  effect,  if  at  all,  during  the 
then    existing   lives;    or,   in   other 


words,  because  the  Court  of  Chancery 
will  not  fetter  the  renewed  lease  with 
the  eiecntoiy  limitation  to  B. 

"  Certainly,  with  one  exception,  all 
the  cases  I  have  found,  and  which 
I  believe  are  to  be  found  in  the 
books,  where  the  renewed  lease  has 
been  subjected  to  the  limitations  of 
the  old,  are  of  a  renewal  by  mortga- 
gee, eiecutor,  trustee,  guardian,  ten- 
ant for  Ufe,  and  one  who  has  only  a 
partial  interest.  But  I  misconstrue  a 
late  case,  {HardmaM  v.  Joanaon,  3 
Mer.  347,)  if  it  does  not  go  a  great  way 
towards  determining,  that  the  Court 
would  fix  the  renewed  lease,  in  the 
case  last  suggested,  with  the  ulterior 
executory  limitation ;  and,  if  so,  it 
follows,  that  such  limitation  must  be 
bounded  by  a  reference  to  the  rule 
against  perpetuity." 

(m)  1  Sim.  225. 
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interest,  for  this  reasoiii  because  the  same  limitation,  out  of 
an  estate  in  fee-simple,  would  have  given  an  estate-tail; 
and,  therefore,  the  law,  as  it  does  not  allow  of  such  an 
estate  in  a  chattel,  would  give  an  interest,  as  nearly  as 
possible  to  the  same  extent,  for  the  sake  of  effectuating  the 
intention.  Consequently,  the  limitations,  out  of  these  terms," 
(meaning  the  limitations  in  the  case  under  diacoasioD) 
'*  must  be  governed  by  predsely  the  same  rules,  as  limita- 
tions out  of  the  fee-simple  are ;  and,  therefore,  they  are 
lEoid."  This  reasoning  would  be  irresistible,  were  it  not  for 
the  important  consideration,  that  questions  of  remoteness 
are  sui  generisy  and  not  capable  of  being  assiinilated  to 
ordinary  cases  of  construction,  and  that  their  very  peculi* 
arity,  is  that  which  meets  and  answers  to  the  distinction, 
between  estates  held  for  lives  or  for  a  limited  term  of  years, 
and  estates  in  fee-simjple.  Time  and  duration  are  the 
elements  which  enter  into  a  question  of  remoteness,  and 
they  constitute,  also,  the  essential  ingredients  in  the  difierence 
between  tiie  two  classes  of  estates  referred  to.  It  may  well 
enough  be  conceived,  therefore,  that  a  similarity  in  the 
ordinary  rules  of  construction  should  obtain,  while,  at  the 
same  time,  there  might  be  a  marked  distinction,  in  respect 
to  the  applicability  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  ariaiiig 
from  the  circumstance  of  the  nature  and  duration  of  one  of 
the  estates  not  admitting  of  any  real  violation  of  that  Rule, 
whatever  the  character  of  any  particular  limitation  or  series 
of  limitations,  abstractedly  considered. 
No  settled  Upon  the  whole,  we  may  observe,  that,  although  this 

^^e  yet  am?  gubject  is  not  one  so  clear,  as  to  be  closed  against  all  doubt 
and  controversy,  the  weight  of  authority  and  argument 
greatly  preponderates  in  fiivor  of  the  exemption  of  limita- 
tions of  life  and  other  partial  interests  from  the  restrictions 
of  the  perpetuity-rule  ;  and,  if  only  a  valid  distinction 
could  be  maintained,  between  terms  and  interests  (not  ex- 
ceeding the  allowed  period)  expressly  limited  as  part  of  a 
general  scheme  of  settlement,  and  renewable  leases  for  lives 
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or  years  determinable  with  lives,  it  might  be  laid  down, 
that,  in  regard  to  the  former,  no  reasonable  question  could 
be  entertained,  as  to  the  validity  of  the  limitations  taking 
effect  out  of  them. 

It  is  almost  superfluous  to  remark,  that  the  supposed  rule  Terms  not  de- 
of  exemption,  which  we  have  been  here  considering,  has  no  ijreslnot^^ 
applicadoh  whatever  to  terms  for  years,  not  determinable  on  J^^^j^J^^^  ^f 
lives,  of  longer  (unexpired)  duration  than  twenty-one  years ;  for  more  than 
because,  though  the  term  be  only  one  of  twenty-one  years  yews, 
and  ten  days,  as  it  is  not  circumscribed  by  the  life  or  lives 
of  any  person  or  persons  in  existence,  it  is  not  confined 
withm  the  boundary  of  perpetuity ;  and,  therefore,  limita- 
tions of  it  must  be  observant  of  the  same  restrictive  laws,  as 
are  imposed  on  the  creation  of  future  interests  in  property 
held  in  fee-simple. 

3.  The  third  class  oflimitations  which  calls  for  attention,  in  3.  Alienation 
connexion  with  the  exceptions  from  the  Rule  against  Pei^ 
petuities,  is  that  technically  termed,  alienations  in  morifnain, 
and  to  charitable  uses* 

Alienation  in  mortmain,  in  mortud  manu^  in  its  primary 
signification,  is  an  alienation  of  lands  or  tenements,  to  any 
corpK>ration,  sole  or  aggregate,  ecclesiastical  or  temporal  (n) ; 
the  ccmsequence  of  which,  in  former  times,  was,  that,  by 
allowing  lands  to  become  vested  in  objects  endued  with 
perpetuity  of  duration,  the  lords  were  deprived  of  escheats, 
and  other  feodal  profits,  (o)  and  the  general  policy  of  the 
Common  law,  which  favored  the  free  circulation  of  property, 
(vas  finistrated;  although,  it  is  true,  that,  at  the  Common 
!aw^  the  power  of  purchasing  lands  was  an  incident  to  every 
:;orporation.  ( p) 

Against  such  alienations,   therefore,  the  efforts  of  the  Always  dis- 
English  legislature  have  been,  fifom  a  very  early  period,  ^"■^®**' 
nore  or  less  effectively,  directed ;   Magna  Charta  itself 
containing  an  express  prohibition,  disallowing  the  ^*  giving 

(»)  2  BL  Com.  26S.  (  p)  Shelf.  Mortm.  and  Cbar.  Uses, 

(c}  1  Jnrm.  Willi,  68.  27. 
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Allowed  under 
license  from 
the  Crown. 


lands  to  religious  houses  ;**  under  which  term,  most  of  the 
corporate  bodies  were  then  comprehended. 

It  may  suffice  here  to  observe,  that  it  is  now  absolutely 
impossible  for  any  corporation,  spiritual  or  secular,  (with 
some  special  exceptions  allowed  by  the  legislature,  and 
hereafter  noticed,)  to  acquire  (either  by  purchase  or  gift) 
real  property  of  any  description,  without,  either,  a  general 
license  from  the  Crown,  enabling  it  to  hold  lands  in  mort- 
main, or,  a  special  license,  in  reference  to  any  particular 
acquisition.  All  corporations,  therefore,  now  possessing 
such  property,  (except  in  the  case  of  spiritual  corpora- 
tions  at  the  Common  law,  such  as,  bishops,  parsons,  &c.,) 
either  were,  on  their  original  creation,  empowered  to  hold  in 
mortmain,  or,  have  since  obtained  such  a  power  from  the 
Crown.  And,  accordingly,  in  the  present  day,  many  of  the 
new  corporate  bodies,  which  are  from  time  to  time  created, 
are  expressly  enabled,  by  their  act  of  incorporation,  or  by 
charter,  to  take  and  hold,  to  them  and  their  successors, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments. 
Tendency  of  Where  bodies  corporate  thus  hold  lands  in  mortmain, 
tions  to  create  there  is,  clearly,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  a  settlement  in 
a  perpetuity,  perpetuity  of  such  lands,  since  it  seldom  happens,  that  cor- 
porations are  led  to  make,  or,  with  fidelity  to  the  corporate 
interests,  can  make,  absolute  dispositions  of  their  real^^ ;  and, 
as  regards  ecdesiastical  and  eleemosynary  corporations^  (as 
bishops,  rectors,  masters  of  hospitals,  &&,)  there  is  an  absolute 
incapacity  on  their  part,  so  to  do ;  at  least,  without  consents, 
which,  it  is  either  not  the  interest  or  the  duty  of  the 
parties  with  whom  they  rest,  to  grant  And,  accordingly, 
as  it  has  been  well  observed,  {q)  '^  the  laws  now  in  fixce, 
prohibiting  corporations  from  holding  lands,  without  license 
in  mortmain,  are  founded  upon  the  same  policy  as  the 
Rule  against  Perpetuities — to  prevent  lands  from 
withdrawn  from  commerce  and  rendered  unalienable." 


(9}  Shelf.  Mortm.  and  Char.  Ufci^  3. 
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But,  the  term,  mortmain,  as  its  derivation  signifies,  is  not  AUenatioii  to 
necessarily  confined  to  the  landed  possessions  of  corpora*  of  atimiUr 
tions;  it  equally  applies  to  all  property,  that,  fix)m  the  *****'^" 
nature  of  the  purposes  to  which  it  is  devoted,  or  the 
character  of  the  ownership  to  which  it  is  subjected,  is,  for 
eveiy  practical  purpose,  in  a  dead  or  unserviceable  hand,  (r) 
This,  it  is  obvious,  is  the  characteristic  of  alienations  to 
chariiable  uses  :  it  is  in  the  very  nature  of  such  dispositions, 
to  withdraw  the  subject  of  them  finom  every  kind  of  circu- 
lation, since  a  contraiy  course  defeats  their  manifest  object, 
viz.f  the  sustentation  of  the  charitable  or  religious  institu-* 
tions,  or  the  carrying  out  in  continuity  of  the  benevolent 
purposes  and  designs,  in  fiivor  of  which  they  are  made. 
Any  disposition  incompatible  with  this  chief  end  is  a  breach 
of  duty,  on  the  part  of  the  person  or  body  entrusted  with 
the  ofiSce  of  giving  it  effect,  and,  as  such,  is  relieved  against 
by  our  Courts  of  equity.     Land   thus  dedicated  to   the 
service  of  charity  and  religion  is,  therefore,  practically  in-* 
alienable. 

Upon  alienations  of  this  kind,  litUe  restraint  was  imposed  Necessity  for 
until  the  reign  of  Geoige  the  Second     At  that  period,  as  I^*,3ienir" 
Sir    WiUiam  Bktckstone  remarks,  {s)  it  was  apprehended,  ^^^* 
that  persons  on  their  death-beds  might  make  large  and  im- 
provident dispositions,  even  for  these  good  purposes,  and 
defeat  the  political  ends  of  the  statutes  of  mortmain ;  and, 
in  the  apt  words  of  Mr.  Jarman^  {t)  it  appears  to  have  been 
cronsidered,  that  this  disposition  would  be  sufiiciently  coun- 
teracted, by  preventing  persons  from  aliening  more  of  their 
ands  than  they  chose  to  part  with  in  their  lifetime  ;  the 
supposition  evidently  being,  that  men  were  in  little  danger 
)f    being  perniciously  generous   at   the  sacrifice  of  their 
»wn  personal  enjoyment,  and  when  uninfluenced  by  the 
lear  prospect  of  death. 
Tlie   result  of  these  considerations,  therefore,  was  the  l*his  effected 

(r)  Bart.  Elem.  Comp.  78.  (0  1  Treat.  Wills,  198. 

<«>  2  Bl.  Ckmi.  273. 
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by  9  Geo.  2,     Statute  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  commonly,  though  erroneously,  (») 
called    the    mortmain   act,  which,    rejecting    surplusage, 
enacted  as  follows : — **  No  manors,  lands,  &&,  nor  any  sum 
of  money  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  lands,  shall  be 
given  or  settled  to  or  upon  any  person  or  persons,  bodies 
politic,  or  corporate,  or  otherwise,  for  any  estate  or  interest 
whatsoever,  or  any-  ways  chaiged  or  incumbered  in  trust  or 
for  the  benefit  of  any  charitable  uses  whatsoever,  unless 
such  gift  or  settlement  be  made  by  deed  indented,  sealed 
and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  credible 
witnesses,  twelve  calendar  months,  at  least,  before  the  death 
of  the  donor  or  grantor,  and  be  enrolled  in  the  Court  of 
Chancexy,  within  six  calendar  months  after  the  execution 
thereof,  and  uidess  stocks  in  the  public  ftmds  be  transferred 
six  calendar  months  before  the  death  of  the  donor  or  grantor, 
and  unless  the  same  be  made  to  take  effect  in  possession 
for  the  charitable  use  intended,  immediately  from  the  making 
thereof,  and  be  without  any  power  of  revocation,  reserva- 
tion, or  limitation,  for  the  benefit  of  the  donor  or  grantor; 
proviso,  that  nothing  shall  extend  or  be  construed  to  extend 
to  any  purchaser  of  any  estate  or  interest  in  lands,  or  any 
transfer  of  any  stock,  to  be  made  bondjide  for  a  valuable 
consideration  actually  paid  before  the  making  such  convey- 
ance or  transfer,  without  fraud  or  collusion."    The  act  then 
provided,  that  all  grants,  settlements,  &c,  to  or  in  trust 
for  any  charitable  uses,  made  in  any  other  manner  than 
thereby  directed,  should  be  void ;  except  when  so  made  in 
favor  of  either  of  the  two  universities,  or  any  of  the  colleges 
therein,  or  the  colleges  of  Eton,  Winchester,  and  West- 
minster: and  that  the  act  should  not  extend  to  the  grant  or 
settlement  of  any  estate  within  Scotland. 

It  will  be  observed,  therefore,  that  this  act  wholly  pre- 
cludes all  testamentary  charitable  provisions,  out  of  real 
estate  or  chattels  savouring  of  the  realty,  and  imposes  re- 

(«}  See  Shelf.  Mortm.  and  Char.  Uses,  ^1. 
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siriciiont  on  like  provisions  by  instruments  inter  vivas*  By 
this  statute  it  is,  that  all  charitable  dispositions  are  now 
regulated  and  governed. 

In  carrying  out  and  putting  a  construction  upon  this  Spirit  of  tbb 
enactment  of  the  legislature,  the  judges  have  given  the  ^^t"^ 
widest  possible  scope  to  its  operation,  and  have  been  even  judicature, 
astute  to  discover  arguments,  whereby  cases  seemingly  extra 
both  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  statute  might  be  brought 
within  it    **  Never,"  says  a  learned  writer,  (r)  **  was  the 
spirit  of  any  legislative  enactment  more  vigorously  and 
zealously  seconded  by  the  judicature,  than  the  statute  of  the 
9th  of  Geoige  the  2nd.'' 

It  would  be  impossible,  within  any  reasonable  space,  to 
present  an  intelligible  view  of  the  various  distinctions  that 
constitute  the  superstructure  of  which  this  enactment  forms 
the  basis ;  nor  would  any  such  endeavour,  if  made,  be  more 
germane  to  the  subject  of  this  Treatise,  than  unnecessary, 
as  a  vain  attempt  to  discover  novelty  in  re^ons  already  well 
trodden  and  explored  by  travellers  of  observation,  industry, 
and  research,  (tv) 

The  mortmain  act  does  not  extend  to  Ireland;  nor  is  Itisconlbod 
there  any  other  act,  either  of  the  Irish  or  united  legislature,        "^  " 
of  a  similar  character,  applicable  to  that  part  of  the  kingdom. 
The  British  colonies,  also,  are  not  embraced  by  the  provisions 
of  the  statute ;  and  none  of  them  appear  to  have  any  peculiar 
law  of  their  own  for  restricting  or  regulating  dispositions  in 
pios  usos.     In  fact,  as  Sir  JVilliam  Grant  has  forcibly  ob- 
served, {x)  "  in  its  causes,  its  objects,  its  provisions,  its 
qualifications,  and  its  exceptions,  it  is  a  law  wholly  English, 
calculated  for  purposes  of  local  policy,  complicated  with 
local  establishments,  and  incapable,  without  great  incon- 

(v)  I  Jarm.  Wills,  211.  —219;  Higbmore  on  Mortmain. 

(v)  See  Mr.   Shelford*»  elaborate  (x)  JnAttonuy'Generalv.Sievart, 

Treatise  on  the  law  of  Mortmain  and  2  Mer.  164. 
C  hantable  Uses ;  1  Jarm.  Wills,  192 

Y  y2 
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gruity  in  the  effect,  of  being  transferred,  as  it  Btaods,  into 
the  code  of  any  other  country." 
Questionable         Whether,  indeed,  the  operation  of  this  stringent  law  be 

chtncter  of  its  -,#».ii  j«i» 

present  policy,   now  of  a  benenciai  diaracter,  may  admit  of  grave  question  ; 

and  the  expediency  or  even  necessity  of  frequent  ex- 
emptions from  its  operation,  has  been  expressly  admitted 
by  the  legislature,  on*a  variety  of  occarions,  when  it  has 
passed  enactments,  (presently  alluded  to)  in  favor  of 
charitable  and  religious  projects,  to  the  reasonable  soccess  of 
each  and  all  of  which,  apro  tanto  inroad  upon  the  integrity 
of  the  mortmain  act,  has  been  by  it  deemed  auxiliary,  if  not, 
indispensable.  Upon  this  subject,  the  writer  ventures  to 
express  his  humble  but  cordial  concurrence  in  the  just,  en- 
laiged,  generous,  and  humane  observations  of  the  author  of 
the  Treatise  on  WiUs^  [y)  in  reference  to  the  present  policy 
of  the  statute  of  mortmain.  But,  into  this  question,  it  does 
not  appertain  to  our  present  purpose,  forther  to  enter. 
Chtritable  Charitable  uses  are  of  almost  infinite  variety,  as  well  upon 

^''^^  ^  antecedent  presumption,  as  by  legal  adjudication.  The 
preamble  to  a  statute  in  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  (43  Elix. 
c.  4,)  passed  for  remedyii^  abuses  in  the  administration  of 
charity-estates  and  funds,  mentions  the  following,  as  among 
the  charitable  objects  which  were  then  recognised ; — ^  For 
relief  of  aged,  impotent,  and  poor  people ;  for  maintenance 
of  sick  and  maimed  soldiers  and  mariners,  schools  of  learning, 
free  schools,  and  scholars  in  univerrities ;  for  repair  of 
bridges,  ports,  havens,  causeways,  churches,  sea-banks,  and 
highways ;  for  education  and  preferment  of  orphans ;  for 
relief,  stock,  and  maintenance  of  houses  of  correction ;  for 
marriages  of  poor  maids ;  for  supportation,  aid,  and  help  of 
young  tradesmen,  handicrafbmen,  and  persons  decayed; 
for  relief  or  redemption  of  prisoners  or  captives ;  and  fix- 
aid  or  ease  of  any  poor  inhabitants,  concerning  payment  of 

(y)  Yd.  i.  pp.  21 1, 212, 213,  n. 
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fifteens,  aetdng  out  of  eoldievB,  and  other  taxes."    To  this 
copious  list,  a  kamed  writer's  researches  («)  have  added  the 
following  eoiiroeratioQ: — **  Gifts  for  the  erection  of  water- 
works for  the  use  of  the  inhabitants  of  a  town,  or  to  be 
applied  to  the  <  good '  of  a  pkiee,  or  for  the  general  improve- 
ment of  a  town,  or  for  the  establishment  of  a  life-boat,  or  of 
a  botanical  garden,  to  the  trustees  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
British  Museum,  to  the  widows  and  orphans  or  the  poor 
inhabitants  of  a  parish,  (which  is  held  to  apply  to  those  not 
receiving  parochial  relief,)  or  to  the  churchwardens  in  aid 
of  the  poor  8  rate,  or  the  widows  and  children  of  seamen 
belonging  to  a  port,  and  gifts  for  the  promotion  of  religion, 
in  whatever  terms  expressed."    These,  of  course,  afford  in- 
stances only,  capable  of  being  indefinitely  extended,  of  the 
various  forms  and  features  which  charitable  dispositions 
may  be  made  to  assume ; — a  variety,  indeed,  whose  extent 
owns  no  other  limits  than  such  as  alike  bind  (not  alone  the 
sober  and  chastened  indulgence  of  a  benevolent  inclination, 
but  likewise,)  the  dictates  of  fancy  or  caprice,  or  the  wander- 
ings (it  may  be)  of  a  feverish  imagination :  and  how  great 
the  latitude  to  be  allowed  to  these,  it  were  unnecessary  to 
detain  the  reader  with  inquiring. 

But,  content  with  thus  bestowing  a  transient  notice  on 
some  of  the  various  kinds  of  charitable  dispositions,  of  which 
instances  are  afforded  in  our  judicial  records,  it  will  be 
proper  to  proceed  to  consider  more  particularly,  one  species  of 
limitations,  (and  that,  of  late,  not  an  uncommon  one,)  which 
has  been,  sometimes,  and,  indeed,  the  writer  believes, 
generally,  supposed  to  take  rank  under  the  doctrine  of 
charitable  uses ;  but,  concerning  whose  connexion  with  that 
doctrine,  serious  questions  seem  to  arise ;  and  which,  there- 
fore, in  the  alternative  of  their  dissociation  from  it,  appear 
exposed  to  the  objection  of  operating  an  infringement  on 
the  laws  against  remoteness. 

{m)  See  i  Jamu  Wills,  192.     And  see  £belf.  Char.  Usei,  68—82. 
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Of  settlements  -  The  dispositions  alluded  to  occur,  whexe  advowsons  or 
in  trost  to  '  perpetual  ri^ts  of  presentation  are  vested  in  a  number  of 
gresentmcmn-  pereons,  in  trust,  from  time  to  time,  as  yacancies  occur,  to 
▼acancies         present  to  the  cures,  such  spiritual  persons  as  shall,  either,  be 

occuFy  sach  , 

iucumbents  elected  by  the  trustees,  according  to  some  standard  of 
hy^euvMees,  qualification  (in  point  of  doctrinal  belief)  fixed  by  the 
or  tppointed     deed,  OT  at  their  own  discretion,  or,  as  shall  be  appointed  by 

bypanshioners.  '  ,  '  '^  r  ^ 

the  inhabitants  of   the  parishes  in  question.     To  these 

trusts,  are  usually  added  provisions  for  secnring  a  regular 

and  constant  succession  of  a  body  of  persons  to  ctanry  out 

the  intentions  of  the  settlor ;  and,  wh^n  the  object  is^  the 

appointment  of  clerks  of  a  particular  school  of  theology,  or, 

even,  (it  may  be)  merely  of  such  as  are  zealously  attached 

to  the  doctrines  and  constitution  of  the  Church,  regulations 

are  prescribed,  secnring  a  similar  conformity  of  opinion  on 

the  part  of  the  individuals  in  whom  the  patronage  is  vested* 

Another  feature  occasionally  assumed  by  these  tmsts;,  is 

that  of  their  being  declared  of  advowsons  directed  to  be 

purchased  with  funds    provided  or  bequeathed  fear  the 

purpose,  and  wbich,  when  purchased,  are  to  be  conveyed  to 

the  persons  and  for  the  purposes  prescribed. 

By  these  jno-        Now,  the  first  observation  whidi  occurs  with  respect  to 

wlls  perpetur'  »  provision  of  this  kind,  is^  that,  by  virtue  of  it,  a  settlement 

alijr  locked  up.  jn  perpetuity  of  the  advowson  is  effected.     A  dispositi^m  fer 

money  or  otherwise  by  the  trustees  at  any  dme  would  be  a 

breach  of  trust,  (a)     The  advowson  is,  therefore,  supposing 

these  trusts  good,  for  ever  locked  up  ;  or  its  transfer,  db* 

chaiged  of  the  obligations  of  the  trust,  absolutely  predoded. 

Such  provisions,  consequently,  (unless  with  any  recognised 

class  of  exemptions,)  on  the  first  view,  contravme  the  laws 

against  perpetuity ;  for  (as  we  shall  presently  see)  there  can 

be  little  doubt,  that  advowsons  are  a  species  of  pn^rty,  the 

disposal  of  which  must  be  observant  of  those  laws. 

Whetber  good      Are  these  settlements,  then,  embraced  by  the  exception 

(a)  ^ifc  FUey  V.  AUomeff  Gemoral,  7  Bro.  Pari.  Ca.  249. 
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from  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  in  &Tor  of  charitable  u  gifts  to 
uses  ?    Are  they,  in  any  sense  of  the  term,  dispositions  in  ^] 

pi09  U8US? 

And,  here,  it  may  be  remarked,  there  can  be  no  question,  Adyowtont 
that  advowaons  may  properly  be  made  the  subject  of  cha*  ^l^^^^^ 
ritaUe  gifts,  (aa)  Their  susceptibility  of  transfers  for  such 
purposes  has  often  been  judicially  recc^ised;  although,  as 
we  shall  presently  have  occasion  to  observe,  the  Courts 
have  established  a  rule  relative  to  charitable  dispositions  of 
advowaons,  which  has  an  important  bearing  upon  the 
question  under  consideration. 

To  arrive  at  a  proper  conclusion  upon  the  question  of  Nature  of 
the  charitable  character  of  the  dispositions  under  consider-  JJ^^^,^" 
ation,  it  is  necessaiy,  accurately  to  define  the  nature  of  that  considered. 
incorporeal  hereditament  denominated  an  advowson.     The 
property  in  such  an  hereditament  consists  only  in  the  right 
to  present  a  duly-qualified  clerk  to  the  bishop,  on  every 
vacancy  in  the  cure,  by  death,  cession,  deprivation,  or 
otherwise.     That  right  i^  at  the  same  time,  a  duty^  for  the 
due  and  punctual  dischaige  of  which,  the  ecclesiastical 
polity  and  municipal  lavirs  of  the  kingdom  have  provided, 
by  vesting  in  the  ecclesiastical  head  of  the  diocese,  a  right 
of  presentation  or  collation  by  lapse,  at  the  expiration  of  a 
limited  period;  and,  again,  in  his  spiritual  superior,  at  the 
end  of  a  further  period ;  and,  ultimately,  in  the  sovereign, 
as  the  temporal  head  of  the  Church.     The  inhabitants  of 
every  parish,  therefore,  are  legally  entitled  to  be  at  all  times 
supplied  with  a  spiritual  overseer ;  and,  of  this  right,  the 
correlative  is,  a  duty  or  trust  on  the  part  of  the  patron, 
whether  layman,  bishop,  archbishop,  or  the  Crown,  {b) 

It  follows,  that  performance  of  this  duty,  or  satisfaction  of  Trusts  in 
this  trust,  can,  in  no  case,  be  a  charitable  act,  either  as  ^iuutnabuT as 

(aa)  See  Attorney-  Cfeneraly,  Ward,  Towson  is  a  tnut  and  duty,  as  well  as 

7  Law  Joum.  Chang.  116.  a  right  of  presentation  to  the  benefice," 

(h)  "A  truit,  a  right,  a  patronage,  per  Lord  Eidom,  10  Ves.  338 :  and  see, 

fnr  benefit  of  the  parish,'*  per  Lord  for  similar  seotiments,  2  Russ.  109 ; 

Ilardwicke,  I   Vcs.  sr.  415.    **  Ad-  and  also  Burt.  Elen.  Comp.  4 13, 4 1 4. 
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gifts  to  regards  the   parish,  the  Church,  or  the  Priesthood;  and 

uscT     ^        provision  for  the  regular  appointment  or  supply  of  the  per- 
tones  impersonaUe  cannot,  consequently,  be  a  disposiuon 
or  settlement  in  pios  tmu.     The  essence  of  charity  is  volan- 
tariness  and  benevolence ;  and  these  are  wholly  incompatible 
with  legal  restraint  or  obligation.     The  provisions  onder 
consideration  give  or  secure  nothing  beyond  that  which  the 
professed  objects  of  them  (the  parishioners)  are  already  en- 
titled to  by  law ;  and  it  is  impossible,  therefore,  to  declare 
them  charitable.     In  fact,  these  trusts  are  not  charitable, 
because  they  merely  provide  for  the  exercise  of  thai  rigki 
which  constitutes  the  subfect-'nuitter  of  the  disposition^ 
Kor  anaWoqa       And  this  point  seems  no  less  certain,  vnth  reference  to  the 
chitritable  ^     particular  terms  of  the  43  Eliz.  c.  4,  than  to  the  abstract 
specified '         nature  of  charity.  It  is,  clearly,  vain,  to  attempt  the  support 
43  £lis.  of  the  settlements  in  question,  as  gifts  for  the  good  of  the 

Church  in  the  parishes  embraced  by  them,  inasmuch  as  no 
benefit  thereby  accrues  to  such  parishes,  of  which,  in 
default  of  them,  they  would  be  deprived.  It  is  true,  it  has 
been  laid  down,  {bb)  that  the  grant  of  an  advowaon,  "  upon 
condition  that,  so  often  as  the  church  shall  be  void,  a  poor 
scholar  of  a  particular  college  shall  be  preferred,"  is  a 
charitable  gift ;  but  such  a  disposition  is  charitable,  not  on 
account  of  its  providing  for  the  supply  of  ministers  to  the 
void  church,  but  as  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  poor  or  ilU 
beneficed  clergy ;  in  which  light,  it  is  clearly  sustainable,  as 
analogous  to  many  of  the  charitable  gifts  specified  in  the 
43  Eliz, 

But,  in  addition  to  all  this,  the  point  seems  plain,  %xpoa 
the  simple  consideration,  that,  in  these  cases,  there  is  no 
property  to  be  disposed  of  in  pios  usus  ;  and  if  there  be  no 
property,  it  is  impossible  to  say»  there  can  be  any  charitably 
gift- 

In  support  of  the  conclusion  from  these  sentiments,  are  to 
be  adduced  the  opinions  of  several  eminent  judges. 

i^i^)  Dukf  (bar.  Uie>,  I;J7. 
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In  the  case  of  Attomey^General  t.  Parker f{c)  the  im-  OpmUms  of 
propriate  rectory  of  C.  had  been  vested  in  trustees,  for  the  ^idu  and 
use  and  benefit  of  the  parishioners  and  inhabitants,  for  ever:  ^i^^^ 
there  was  also  a  perpetual  curacy,  with  a  pension  of  42.  a  oonclanoD. 
year,  which  had  been  formerly  chargeable  (together  with 
the  duty  of  appointing  a  curate)  upon  the  owners  of  the 
rectory.    An  election  of  a  minister  by  the  parishioners 
having  taken  place,  an  information  was  brought  by  the 
Attomey-Grenend,  (at  the  relation,  doubtless,  of  some  one 
or  more  of  the  parishioners,)  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside 
the  election,  on  the  ground  of  certain  alleged  irregularities, 
and  also  of  providing  for  the  general  right  of  election. 
Ix>rd  Hardwicke  having  disposed  of  the  objections  raised  to 
the  election,  proceeded  to  observe  as  follows : — '*  As  to  the 
question,  whether  the  court  ought  not  to  fnake  a  decree  to 
settle    the    right,  for  that,  being  a  charitable  use,   the 
information  should  not  be  dismissed:  the  general  rule  is  so, 
but  does  not  hold  here ;  for  nothing  is  a  chargeable  use 
herCf  but  the  pension,  which  is  not  in  question.^ 

In  the  case  ot  Attomey^Oeneral  v.  Forster,  (d)  another 
information  was  filed   by  the  Attorney-General,  at    the 
relation  of  several  parishioners  of  the  same  parish  of  C,  for 
the  purpose  of  having  an  election  then  recently  had  of  the 
defendant,  as  curate  of  the  parish,  declared  void,  on  the 
ground  of  certain  alleged  irregularities  in  the  admission  of 
persons  to  vote  in  the  election;  and  also  praying  an  in- 
junction against  the  licensing  of  the  defendant.    In  the 
course  of  his  judgment  on  the  motion  for  the  injunction 
(which  was  refiised).  Lord  Chancellor  Elilon  thus  referred  to 
the  decision  in  Atiomey^Oeneral  v.  Parker,  and  the  grounds 
of  it : — **  Lord  Hardwicke,  not  according  to  his  usage 
to  pat  down  the  short  principle  that  governed  him,  has  said 
only^  that  he  dismissed  the  information  Mrith  costs.     But 
the  passages,  appearing  to  be  his  notes  of  the  argument, 

(»)  1  Vc8.  »r.  43  ;  3  Atk.  676.  (rf)  10  Ve».  335. 
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show  his  opioion,  that  it  was  difficult,  if  not,  impauibles  to 

hold,  that  the  information  was  a  due  proceeding ;  for  be 

thought,  the  only  object  of  an  information  by  the  Attcnrney- 

Greneral  was,  to  secure  the  revenue  of  the  curate,  who  was  to 

do  the  duty,  viz.,  the  stipend  between  SL  and  AL ;  and  as  to 

the  nomination  by  the  trustees  to  the  bishop,  &&,  U  woe  all 

a  private  suit :  as  if  there  had  been  trustees  of  an  adrowson 

or  any  other  preferment :  the  cestuis  que  trust  calling  upon 

them  to  exercise  the  legal  right  in  them,  according  to  the 

trust :  and  I  doubt,  whether  the  information  was  not  dis* 

missed  upon  that  principle,  as  much  as  upon  any  other; 

when  it  was  found,  that  the  election  could  not  be  disturbed." 

At  a  subsequent  period,  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard 

under  the  UBxae  of  Mtomey-Oeneralr.  iVinrcomAe,  (tf*)  when 

Lord  Eldon  pressed    upon    the    counsel,    the  obfectiom, 

(noticed  by  him  on  the  previous  occasion,)  thai  the  Mtomef* 

General  eould  not  fnaintain  the  information.    It  was  con* 

tended  for  the  relators,  that  this  might  be  considered  in  the 

nature  of  a  charity,  and,  therefore,  the  subject  of  an  infix^ 

mation,  as  a  provision  securing  to  the  parishioners  the 

benefits  of  religion,  and  providing  for  the  selection  of  the 

most  proper  person  to  do  the  duty  of  minister  of  the 

parish.     On  the  other  hand,  it  was  said,  that  the  effect 

of  the  original  transaction  was,  an  agreement  by  a  number 

of  private  individuals,  to  purchase  the  living,  and  thereby 

to  gain  a  right  of  nomination  to  the  perpetual  curacy :  that 

no  distinction  as  to  the  jurisdiction  could  arise  from  the 

number  of  individuals  becoming  proprietors  of  the  living: 

and  that,   if  the   Attorney-General  might  interpose,  he 

would  have  the  same  right,  supposing  the  number  to  be 

five  or  even  two,  in  the  case  of  a  dispute  between  them. 

Lord  Eldon  said : — '*  When  it  shall  have  been  ascertained, 

who  are  the  persons  described  in  this  deed  as  parishioners 

* 

and  inhabitants,  in  whose  persons  is  constituted  the  cha* 
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meter  cfceMtuu  que  tnut  entitled  to  the  bene6cial  interest, 
by  nominating  the  coniteSy  those  peiBons,  like  other  eesiuis 
que  truetf  have  the  right  to  call  on  the  trustees  in  this 
Court;  and  it  is  merely  the  ordinary  case  of  a  eeetuis  que 
trust  of  an  advowson  calling  upon  a  trustee  to  present  upon 
his  nomination.      The   curate,   when   nominated,   is  en<- 
dded  to  the  stipend ;   and  Lord  Hardwicke*s  opinion  is 
clear,  that,  as  &r  as  the  title  to  that  liquidated  stipend  is  in 
question,  it  is  in  the  nature  of  a  charity ;  with  regard  to 
ivhich,  there  is  a  right  in  the  Attorney-General  to  sue. 
There  is  an  intimation  in  Fesey,  and  the  fact  is  unques- 
tionable, upon  Lord  Hardwicke^s  note,  that  his  lordship 
had  considerable  doubt,  whether,  regarding  the  parishioners 
and  inhabitants,  whoever  answer  that  description,  as  cestuis 
que  trust  of  this  rectory,  having  the  right  to  nominate  the 
curate,  that  is  a  title  so  much  in  the  nature  of  a  charity, 
that  the  party  would  have  a  right  to  sue  in  the  name  of  the 
Attorney-General."     Again,  —  ''What   Lord   Hardmcke 
would  have  done,  if  he  had  thought  that  election  invalid, 
I  know  not :  but  he  has  left  evidence,  that  he  had  very 
considerable  doubt,  whether  he  could  have  dealt  with  the 
question,  as  to  the  right  of  election,  upon  the  ground  of  the 
information;  and  I  think,  there  may  be  found  in  many 
cases,  reason  to  conclude,  that  Lord  Hardwicke  would  have 
hesitated  long,  before  he  would  have  executed  this  as  a 
charity."    His  lordship  then  proceeded  to  consider  the  case, 
upon  the  footing,  either,  of  a  private  right,  or,  of  a  public 
charity,  and  dismissed  the  information  with  costs. 

In  the  recent  case  of  Attomey*Oeneral  v.  Cuming,  (/)  And.apparent- 
the  advowson  of  the  vicarage  of  another  parish  of  C.  had  l(^  f\]  j^ 
been  vested  in  trustees,  in  trust,  from  time  to  time,  to  BrMee,Y,C. 
present  such  clerk  to  the  vicarage,  as  the  parishioners  and 
the  trustees  should  elect :  new  trustees  were  appointed,  as 
occasion,  and  the  terms  of  the  original  trust-deed,  required : 

(/)  2  You.  and  Coll.,  N.  C.  C,  139. 
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and  an  election  of  a  clerk  having  recentlj  taken  place,  an 
infonnation  was  filed,  at  the  relation  of  the  penon  elected, 
and  two  of  the  parishioners,  against  an  unsuccessful  candi- 
date, the  trustees,  and  the  bishop;  praying,  that  the  elec- 
tion might  be  declared  valid,  and  that  the  trustees  migbt 
be  ordered  to  present,  and  the  bishop  to  induct,  and  that 
the  bishop  might  be  restrained  by  injunction  from  instituting 
the  clerical  defendant*  The  injunction  having  been  granted, 
and  a  motion  to  dissolve  it  refused,  it  was  objected,  in  the 
argument  on  the  hearing,  that  an  information  was  not  the 
proper  mode  of  proceeding ;  and  Sir  /•  L.  KnigiU  Brnee^ 
v.  C,  thus  observed,  as  to  this  point: — ^'^  A  doubt  at  least 
was  suggested  during  the  argument,  and  had  before  oocorred 
to  my  own  mind,  whether  this  was  a  proper  case  for  an 
information.  It  is,  however,  an  information  and  bilL  The 
information  and  bill  are  severable ;  and  supposing  it  to  be 
a  case,  in  which  the  Court  ought  to  act  either  upon  infor- 
mation and  bill,  or  upon  infonnation  or  bill,  there  could 
be  no  substantial  difficulty  in  dealing  with  the  record,  on 
account,  as  I  have  said,  of  the  severable  nature  of  its  two 
portions."  "  It  is  not  necessary,  therefore,  to  express  any 
opinion,  whether  this  is  or  is  not  a  proper  case  for  an  in* 
formation  and  bill."  The  doubt  here  expressed  by  his 
honor,  doubtless,  had  reference  to  the  point,  to  which  the 
above-quoted  observations  of  Lord  Eldan  were  directed. 
l/Dcertain  Notwithstanding,  however,  the  unfavorable  characster  of 

otheriuitho.     judicial  sentiments  in  reference  to  the  diaritable  nature  of 

the  trusts  in  question,  cases  are  to  be  found  in  our  reports, 
nearly  similar,  in  which,  points  connected  with  their  regu- 
lation, or  with  the  election  of  ministers  in  purBuance  of 
them,  have  presented  themselves  to  the  Coort%  and  in 
which,  the  mode  of  proceeding  has  been  an  infonnation  by 
the  Attorney-General  for  the  time  being,  or  an  information 
and  bill,  and  in  which,  at  the  same  time,  no  objection  was 
taken,  judicially  or  otherwise,  to  the  correctness  of  the 


nties. 
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course,  (g)  On  the  other  hand,  authorities  are  to  be  found, 
where  questions,  exactly  the  same,  have  been  decided  in 
private  suits,  without  any  hesitation  as  to  the  necessity  for 
the  coneuirence  of  the  oflker  of  the  Crown ;  (h)  and  in  one 
case,  an  objection  raised,  on  the  ground  of  the  non-concur- 
rence of  the  Attorney-General,  was  expressly  over-ruled  (i ) 
Now,  although  it  is  true,  that  the  joinder  of  the  representative 
of  the  Crown,  in  the  former  cases,  proceeded  on  the  suppo- 
sition, that  the  subject,  in  behalf  of  which  the  relief  and  in- 
terference of  the  Court  was  sought,  was  a  charity,  {k)  yet,  as 
a  bill  is  generally  united  with  the  information,  the  decimon 
upon  such  a  mode  of  proceeding,  did  not  necessarily  assume 
the  propriety  of  the  interference  on  the  part  of  the  oflScer 
of  the  parent  pairue  ;  while  the  adjudication  of  questions 
connected  with  the  settlements  under  consideration,  in  the  • 
latter  of  the  classes  of  cases  above-alluded  to,  in  the  absence 
of  the  Attomey-Greneral,  and  without  any  objection  being 
raised  upon  that  ground,  obviously  pre-supposed  the  validity 
of  such  proceedings,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  repre- 
sentadve  of  the  Crown. 

The  result,  therefore,  of  investigation  of  judicial  records  But  general 
upon  this  subject,  is,  unquestionably,  confirmatory  of  the  ly  unfavoAble' 
conclusicMis  to  which  we  were  led  upon  theory  and  prin-  J^mSCT  of 
ciple. 

Before  dismissing  this  part  of  the  subject,  it  may  be 
observed,  that,  when  advowsons  are  ordinarily  made  the 
subject  of  charitable  dispositions,  our  Courts  of  equity 
require  the  trustees  to  make  such  profit  of  the  right  of 
presentation  (for  the  benefit  of  the  chari^)  as  is  permitted 
by  law.  (/)  This  rule  is,  obviously,  indicative  of  a  general 
noti<m  as  to  the  proper  character  of  charitable  trusts,  in  no 

(^)  Attorney.  General  T.     StHM,    1  (0  14  Vef.  19. 

Vef.   ir.    413.    AUomt^^Cknend  r.  (*)  Judgment  in  y^Wwuqr- (?«««/ 

BtdUr.  2  Bm.  101 .  n.  ▼.  ^rtion,  2  Vet.  w.  436. 

(A)  Feanm  v.   Webb,  14  Ve«.  13,  (/)  See  Shelf.  Mbrtm.  and  Cluup, 

Edenbofomgh  ▼.  Arehbiekop  of  Canier-       ^Mt,  716. 
bufjy  2  Rum.  93. 
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way  favorable  to  the  including  therein  the  provisimis  in 
question,  inasmuch  sSf  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  any 
such  rule  is  wholly  inapplicable  to  them. 

Notwithstanding  the  utter  want  of  any  solid  ground  for 
construing  the  trusts  under  consideration  as  charitable,  the 
writer  believes,  that  such  an  opinion  is  entertained  among 
some  practitioners,  inasmuch  as  deeds  creating  those  trusts 
have,  under  advice,  been  sometimes  executed,  with  the  for- 
malities prescribed  by  the  statute,  9  Geo.  2,  c  36*  Pro> 
bably,  however,  the  recommendation  of  this  coune  has 
proceeded  from  that  supererogatory  caution  with  which, 
(perhaps,  happily,)  the  practical  details  of  eveiy  branch  of 
our  jurisprudence  abound* 
AdvowsoDs  Having  ascertained,  that  the  provisions  under  oonaden- 

reco^msed  as  tiou  are  not  capable  of  being  substantiated  as  dispositions  in 
comnwdll  P^'  *^'"»  ^^  remains  to  be  inquired,  whether  there  are  any 
dealing,  and      considerations  of  sufficient  magnitude,  to  entitle  them  to 

within  scope  of  .        «  «  .  «    .       i  •  -r* 

laws  against      exemption  from  the  operation  of  the  laws  against  Perpe- 

'•"»'*^      tuitiw. 

Advowsons  are,  most  undoubtedly,  recognised  by  oar 
Courts  of  law  and  equity,  as  a  proper  subject  of  commercial 
dealing:  as  well,  because  actions  and  suits  based  upon  that 
assumption  are  of  constant  occurrence;  as,  because  advowsons 
are  held  to  be  real  assets  for  payment  of  debts,  (m)  The 
legislature,  also,  in  providing  for  the  sale  of  advowsons  and 
other  ecclesiastical  patronage,  held  by  municipal  corpora- 
tions, on  the  occasion  of  their  recent  reform,  has  expressly 
sanctioned  pecuniary  traffic  in  this  species  of  property. 

The  Church,  indeed,  (in  the  writer's  opinion)  fiivon  no 
such  bartering  with  the  patronage  of  her  spiritual  appoint- 
ments :  with  her,  questionless,  it  partakes  of  the  aggravated 
sin  of  simony.  From  laudable  motives  of  policy,  she  may 
have  parted  with  the  right  of  nomination  to  her  posts 
and  cures,  in  consideration  of  the  original  endowment  of 

(»)  Burt.  Elem.  Comp.  413,  414.    Ram  on  Assets,  163. 
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them  by  laymen :  but  she  still  takes  cognisance  of  the  design 
and  grand  end  of  that  patronage^  and  of.the  qualificaticMOis  of 
those  who  are  destined  to  promote  them ;  and,  in  that  view, 
she  condemns,  as  pio&ne  and  sacril^oos,  the  transfer  for 
mooey  of  the  privilege  of  nominating  to  her  offices. 

But,  to  return,  advowsons  being  legally  transferrable  by  And  primd 
sale,  are  clearly,  so  far,  embraced  by  the  laws,  whose  object  '^^^^^^^' 
is  to  prevent  undue  restrictions  upon  the  right  of  alienation,  ^^^  ^^ 
and  the  trusts  in  question,  consequently,  as  contravening  creating  a 
those  laws,  would  be  invalid.     And,  even,  were  not  advow-  P^'P®^  ^' 
sons  a  recognised  subject  of  transfer  for  pecuniary  consider 
ration,  it  should  yet  seem,  that  the  right  of  gift  and  devise 
which  would  still  be  appurtenant  to  them,  could  not  be 
l^ally  infringed  by  dispositions,  withdrawing  them  from 
every  kind  of  transfer,  alienation,  or  settlement,  in  all  future 
time. 

These  are  the  conclucdons  to  which  we  are  unavoidably 
led,  anterior  to  any  considerations  that  may  arise,  peculiar 
to  the  nature  of  the  property  in  question.  Whether  there 
be  any  such,  of  sufficient  weight  to  decide  the  validity  of 
the  dispositions  under  review,  in  reference  to  perpetuity,  it 
will  be  proper  shortly  to  inquire. 

But,  lest  any  theoretical  discussion  of  the  point  should  be 
considered  as  possibly  precluded,  by  the  judicial  recognition 
of  these  settlements,  it  must  first  be  seen,  how  far  this 
alternative  is  presented  by  the  authorities. 

In  the  before-mentioned  case  of  Attomey-General  v.  The  provisions 
F(yr$ter,  Lord  Eldon  remarked :  (»)— «  Originally,  mdepen-  ^n^on^^Jj 
dent  of  the  decisions,  I  should  have  had  considerable  doubt,  ^  ^^  l^^°^ 
whether  the   Court  would  have  executed  such  a  trust 
Some  of  the  cases  of  charitable  dispositions  come  very  near 
this;    and   the   Court  has   thought,   they   could  only  be 
executed  ^P'^Ss;  and  it  would  have  been  questionable, 
whether  a  parish  could  take  it     But  that  is  shut  out  by 

(n)  10Ve8.340. 
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decision."  And,  again,  (o) — "  Upon  this  case,  it  strode  me 
at  first,  as  a  point  of  considerable  doubt,  whether  the  Court 
should  execute  such  a  trust  If  it  was  unprejudiced  by 
decision,  that  doubt  might  be  maintained  by  strong  aigo- 
ment:  but  it  is  too  late  now  even  to  state  it;  for  these  is 
authority  binding  my  judgment  entirely  upon  that.  I  have 
looked  through  the  notes  of  Lord  Uardwicke,  who  sffpCBR 
not  to  have  entertained  any  doubt,  that  he  was  bound  to 
execute  the  trust." 

What  was  the  exact  character  of  the  doubt,  and  what 
were  the  decisions,  here  alluded  to  by  Lord  JEUan,  it  is 
difficult  to  discover,  from  the  report  of  his  lordship's  judg- 
ment in  the  case  in  question.  That  the  former,  howeveri 
did  not  contemplate  any  question  of  perpetuity,  seems 
dear,  from  the  connexion  between  the  expression  of  the 
doubt,  and  the  mention  of  the  ^'parish  taking  it:"  it 
appears,  in  fitct,  to  have  had  regard,  simply,  to  the  capadty 
of  such  a  body  as  that  of  the  parishioners  or  inhabitants  of  a 
place,  to  take  or  be  entrusted  with  the  exercise  of  the  right 
of  patronage  to  the  ecclesiastical  benefice  thereof.  Whether 
this  question  referred  to  the  indefiniteness  of  the  body 
referred  to,  or  to  the  want  of  any  precedent  or  analogy,  in 
the  general  ecclesiastical  polity  of  the  country,  it  is  impos- 
sible to  say.  Most  probably,  however,  ihit  was  the  real 
ground  of  the  doubt  made  by  the  learned  lord;  as  his  lord- 
ship, as  well  as  Lord  Hardwicke,  on  several  occasions^  con- 
demned, in  no  very  measured  term%  popular  parocbial 
elections,  (p)  The  decisions  to  which  Lord  Eldon  refened, 
were,  doubtless,  some  of  those  ah^eady  mentioned  in  con- 
nexion with  the  question  of  the  charitable  nature  of  the 
provisions  under  consideration.  Certain  it  is,  that  the 
Chancellor's  remarks  had  no  relation  whatever  to  one  dass 
of  these  provisions,  viz.,  those  vesting  advowsons  in  trus- 
tees, in  trust,  from  time  to  time,  to  present  clerks  of 

(o)  10  Yes.  342.  34S,  347 ;  2  Bun.  104-.1  la 

(p)  See  1  Vet.  ST.  414;  10  Yes. 
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own  selection ;  and  these,  therefore,  are  entirely  unaffected 
by  any  inference  derivable  from  Lord  Eldon^s  observations. 
In  additi<xi  to  the  sanction,  thus  qualified  and  explained, 
of  Lord  Eldon,  is  to  be  adduced  a  similar  expression  of 
approval  from  Sir  /.  Z.  Knight  Bruce,  Y.  C,  in  the  above- 
cited  case  of  AUom&y^Oeneral  v.  Cuming,  where  that 
learned  judge  remarked  (j): — "I  quite  accede  to  the  obeer- 
vation,  which  has  been  made,  that  this  is  a  trust  recognised 
bj  the  law."  This  sentiment,  doubtless,  had  reference 
merely  to  a  view  of  the  validity  of  the  trusts  in  question, 
similar  to  that  present  to  the  mind  of  Lord  Eldon,  in  the 
above-quoted  observations. 

But,  even  supposing  the  support  thus  extended  to  them, 
incapable  of  being  limited  to  any  particular  ground,  it  is 
clear,  that  that  circumstance  cannot  be  deemed  of  very  con- 
siderable importance  in  reference  to  the  point  now  under 
consideration ;  for,  in  none  of  the  cases  presenting  instances 
of  these  provisions,  was  there  any  adverse  claim  by  persons 
interested  to  establish  their  illegality :  in  all  of  them,  the 
proceedings  assumed  the  validity  of  settiements  of  advow- 
)ons  in  perpetuity,  and  related  solely  to  the  practical  carry- 
ng  out  of  them,  as  between  peraons  whose  position  and 
-ights  did  not  lead  to  any  antecedent  inquiry  into  their  real 
lature  and  operation.  The  question  is,  therefore,  still  res 
ntegra  ;  and  its  consideration  unprejudiced  by  authority. 

The  first  observation  which  occurs,  is,  that,  although  the  Considerations 
iw  may  not  disallow  the  sale  of  advowsons,  and  may  other-  ^^^^r 
rise  treat  them  as  equally  susceptible  of  settlement  and  ^™ove 

*        •^  *  objections  to 

ransfer,  with  inheritances  of  a  more  substantial  character,  these  settle- 
et,  that  they  are  not  strictly  within  the  scope  of  the  law  advowsons  in 
^inst  Perpetuities ;  the  design  of  which  is,  to  promote  com-  P^T^t^^ty- 
lercial  prosperity,  by  facilitating  the  transfer  of  all  property 
^asonably  required  for  commercial  circulation,  dealing,  and 
iterchange ;  which  cannot  be  predicated  of  perpetual  rights 

(9)    2    Yott.  &  CqII  ,  N.  C.  C,      of  advowson  in  that  case,  Appendix, 
8.    See  Btatement  of  trusts  declared      No.  VI. 

z  z 
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of  presentation.  But,  this  is  a  consideration,  which,  if  of 
any  influence  at  all,  goes  to  the  whole  questioo  of  the 
spplicabilitj  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetmties  to  limitations 
of  advowBons ;  and,  in  that  view,  it,  clearly,  proves  too  much, 
since  it  has  been  long  settled,  that  the  devise  of  on  advow- 
son  to  a  person  not  necessarily  capable  within  the  pre- 
scribed period,  is  void  for  remoteness,  (r)  It  may  be 
observed,  however,  that  this  reflection  is  supported  by  the 
remark,  formerly  made,  that  an  advowson  is  a  public  trust, 
the  discharge  of  which  constitutes  the  correhtive  rig^t  of 
the  patron ;  and  to  this,  it  might  be  added,  that  a  duty  or  the 
dischai^e  of  a  public  trust  is  not  a  property  within  die 
purview  of  the  laws  securing  freedom  of  alienation. 

A  reflection  of  a  similar  character  is,  that  the  r%:ht  of 
ecclesiastical  patronage  (the  alone  element  in  this  species  of 
property)  is  regarded  by  the  law,  as  imposing  a  permanent 
obligation,  the  person  invested  with  which  has,  in  the  eye  of 
the  law,  no  interest  nor  existence,  {quoad  the  advowson,) 
except  in  relation  to  the  discharge,  as  occasion  arises,  of  the 
public  duty,  wherein  consists  his  property;  or,   in  odier 
words,  that  the  right  of  patronage  is  itself  a  coadmnty  of 
office,  the  mode  of  succesmon  to  or  acquintion  of  which  is 
not  matter  of  legal  cognizance,  so  as  there  be  aa  individual 
representing  it,  or  the  corresponding  trust,  whenever  the 
period  for  its  exercise  or  performance  arrives.   Or,  the  aiga* 
ment  may  be  differently  stated,  as  showing,  that  the  law 
regards  the  office  of  patron  only  as  an  incident  to  the  trust 
or  duty,  and  does  not  deem  the  right  of  patroni^  as  itself 
a  substantive  property,  the  enjoyment  c^  which  is  of  any 
intrinsic  value,  or  individual  importance,  apart  from  the 
object  designed  in  the  institution  of  patronage.   To  a  theoiy 
of  this  kind,  however,  there  ia  the  same  objectioD,  as  that 
noticed  in  reference  to  the  previous  hypothesis^  namely, 
that  it  tends  wholly  to  exempt  advowsons  from  the  operation 

(r)  Proctor  v.  Bishop  of  Both  and      served  upon,  npra,  p.  46& 
Wiau,  2  H.  Bl.  358 ;  stated  and  ob. 
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of  the  laws  agninst  remoteness;  a  position,  "vAasik  is  not 
sustainable,  oonsbtentlj  with  established  dedsicms. 

A  third  consideration  (of  a  difierent  charaeter)  is,  that 
the  trasts,  whose  validity  is  in  discussion,   though  of  a 
nature,  which,  in  regard  to  other  kinds  of  proportj,  would 
be  exposed  to  objection,  as  rendering  property  unalienable, 
in  6ct  and  reality,  only  provide,  by  a  perpetual  succession 
of  patrons,  for  the  due  and  regular  exercise  of  that  right,  or 
the  discharge  of  that  duty,  in  which  alone  the  ownership  of 
ecclesiastical  patronage  subdsts:   that,  in  fact,  the  right 
protected  and  created  by  law,  and  the  provision  made  by 
the  trust,  are  reciprocal  and  coextensive.     This  is  an  im- 
portant view  of  the  question,  and,  at  all  events,  clearly  shows, 
that  advowsons  are  a  species  of  pr(^>^ty,  sui  generis^  and 
that,  in  their  connexion  with  the  laws  against  Perpetuities, 
they  are  not  to  be  violently  assimilated  to  other  descriptions 
of  proprietary  rights. 

The  individual  or  combined  weight  of  any  or  all  of  these  But  their 
considerations,  it  is  impossible  accurately  to  determine,  in  ^  J^iy^  '^ 
the  absence  of  judicial  guidance.     The  writer  is  unable  to  qtt<»t«on*i>'«- 
suggest  any  other  grounds,  which  can  assist  the  dispositions 
under  observation,  or,  any,  sufficiently  potent  to  justify  a 
conclusion  in  favor  of  their  validity.     The  point  is  one, 
as  far  as  respects  adjudication,  privue  impremonU;  and 
although  the  trusts  in  question  are,  in  the  writer's  opinion, 
unsustainable  as  charitable  uses,  and  have  an  undoubted 
tendency  (nay,  themselves  operate)  to  lock  up  the  subject 
of  them  in  all  time,  yet,  the  frequency  of  their  occurrence, 
and  the  presumption  derivable  from  judicial  aiid  profes* 
sional  silence,  would  certainly  favor  the  view  of  their  vali* 
dity,   should  the  poiiit   ever  call  for  decision.     Perhaps, 
howeTer,  the  circumstance  of  the  tacit  recognition  of  these 
trusts  may  be  found  simply  to  illustrate  the  truth,  that  doc- 
trines may,  for  a  long  time,  be  generally  received,  even 
among  learned  bodies,  which  investigation  and  inquiry  may 
demonstrate  to  be  insupportable ;  or,  to  borrow  the  words  of 

z  z  2 
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Special 
exemptions 
from  rigor 
of  laws  against 
grants  in 
mortmain  or  to 
charitable 
uses*  allowed 
by  the 
liOgislature. 


The  posses- 
sions of  the 
Church  not 
embraced  by 
the  laws  pro- 
viding for  the 
free  circttla- 
tioBof 
property. 


an  eminent  Scotch  judge,  here  may  prore  to  be  '^aiiother 
consequence  of  taking  propositions  for  granted;  of  going 
upon  understandings  which  have  never  been  canvassed."*  («) 

To  return  to  the  general  subject  of  mortmain  and  cha- 
ritable uses: — The  strii^nt  restrictions  upon  alienations  in 
mortmain  and  to  charitable  uses,  have  been  remitted  bj  the 
Legislature,  in  favor  of  various  religious  institutions  and 
objects,  which  it  has  lent  its  assistance  to  promote.  Among 
the  different  purposes,  for  which  the  grant  of  lands  has  been 
thus  permitted,  may  be  mentioned,  the  erection  of  new 
churches,  the  building  of  school-houses  and  rooms,  the 
enlai]gement  of  church-yards,  die  alimentation  of  small 
livings,  the  endowment  of  benefiees  with  glebe  cr  parson- 
age-houses, and  the  general  purposes  of  the  board  of  Go- 
vernors of  Queen  Anne's  Bounty,  and  the  Commissioners 
for  building  new  churches^  In  addi^on  to  these,  relaxation 
has  also  been  granted,  in  fiivor  of  various  charitable  sodeties 
and  institutions,  {t)  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  particulaiue. 
It  is  only  to  be  observed,  that,  in  all  these  cases,  the  laws 
against  Perpetuities  are  substantially  superseded,  since  the 
exercise  of  the  privilege  conferred  by  the  Legislature  entirely 
withdraws  the  land  alienated  from  commerce  and  circulation. 

It  remains,  to  take  notice  of  a  certain  description  of  pro- 
perty, of  very  great  importance,  to  which  the  rules  of  law 
securing  freedom  of  alienation,  are  clearly  and  entirely 
inapplicable ;  the  inalienability  of  which  is,  in  fact,  attri- 
butable to  the  Law  itself,  and  forms  as  much  a  portion  of  its 
general  policy,  as  the  provisions  against  Perpetuities.  Hie 
property  in  question  is  that  constituting  the  possessions  of 
the  Church,  and  forming  the  endowments  of  her  various 
dignities  and  cures.  Whether  in  the  nature  of  tithes  or 
commutation  rents*-chaige,  or  land,  property  belonging  to 
the  Church  is  in  law  for  ever  set  apart  to  the  use  and  benefit 

(«)    Per   Lord    Phssident    JJope,      Shelf.  Mortm.  and  Char.  Utet,  43— 
quoted  Sondf.  Enuil,  320,  n.  57. 

(0  See  1  Jann.  Wills»215»  216; 


CHAP.ZZXn«]       ALIBMATION8  TO  CHARITABLB  I7SBS.  709 

of  those  who  minister  in  her  service ;  and  its  perpetual 
devolution  in  the  same  line  of  successors,  is  effectually  se- 
cured by  the  rule  of  law,  that  the  interest  of  each  individual 
possessor  is  confined  to  his  life,  and  his  power  of  disposition 
equally  limited.  Property  thus  circumstanced  presents  a 
broad  contrast  to  all  the  other  territorial  possessions  of  the 
kingdom;  for,  while  these  are  constantly  experiencing 
changes  of  ownership,  both  in  kind  and  extent,  the  former 
knows  no  other  than  class  (spiritual)  proprietors,  and  they 
never  entitled  to  more  than  a  contracted  dominion.  And 
it  is  unnecessary  to  remark,  that  the  value  and  extent  of 
property  so  abstracted  from  general  circulation,  for  the  sup- 
port of  the  Christian  ministry,  would  now  be  much  more 
considerable,  had  not  the  Church  been  unjustly  and  tyranni- 
cally despoiled  of  a  fair  portion  of  her  possessions,  at  the 
ever-memorable  sera  of  the  Reformation.  Whatever,  how- 
ever, the  (reasonable)  proportion  of  national  wealth  thus 
withdrawn  into  the  precincts  of  the  Church,  the  Exception, 
in  its  favor,  from  the  general  laws  of  property  of  the  realm,  is 
no  less  certain,  than  creditable  to  the  religious  faith  and 
sincerity  of  the  governing  powers  of  the  State. 
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CHAPTER  XXXUL 

OF   PEAPETUITIES  ALLOWED  OR  CHEATED  BT   ACT   OF 

PARLLA^MENT, 

As  there  is  no  rule  or  principle  of  law  so  universally 
expedient  or  just,  but  that  superior  reasons  may  demand 
the  recognition  of  exceptions  from  its  operation^  so  in  past 
agesy  it  has  been  found  advantageous  to  the  public  weal, 
that  special  laws  should  be  established,  and  particular  regu* 
lations  adopted,  whose  scope  and  tendency  exhibit  a  striking 
contrast  to  that  grand  feature  in  the  jurisprudential  polity 
of  this  country,  which  aims  at  promoting  the  circulation 
and  commercial  interchange  of  property  of  eveiy  descrip- 
tion. To  a  short  consideration  of  the  nature  of  these 
peculiar  instances  of  Legislative  interference,  a  few  obser^ 
vations  must  now  be  addressed. 
At  Common  Prior  to  the  statute  De  donis  conditionaUbuty  if  the  king 

!*^'J[^™*'°?®'  created  a  conditional  fee,  by  a  srant  to  a  man  and  the  heira 

or  rercnon  m  *     •/       o 

Crown  after      of  his  body,  no  reversion  remained  in  the  Crown,  but, 

eftate-tail  ... 

could  not  be      simply,  a  bare  possibility  of  reverter;  and  if  the  donee  had 
tenant  uTtail    ^ssMe  (whereby  the  condition  was  performed),  and  afterwards 
aliened,  the  king's  possibility  was  barred,  no  less  than  that 
of  a  common  person,  {u) 

When  the  statute  De  donis  had  converted  the  possibility 
of  reverter  into  a  reversion,  and  when,  subsequently,  the 
force  and  validity  of  a  common  recovery,  as  an  effectual 
bar  of  the  estate^tail,  with  all  remainders  and  reversions, 

(u)  Pig.  Rec.  65.     Cru.  Pig.  tit.  yxuvi.,  c.  13,  b.  20. 
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was  established,  the  que8ti(Hi  arosei  whether,  in  the  case  of 
a  reversion  in  fee  expectant  on  an  estate-tail  being  vested 
in  tie  CrtWHy  the  destructive  operation  of  the  recovery 
could  have  place.  And  it  was  settled,  that,  by  the  pre- 
rogative of  the  Crown,  the  reversion,  in  such  a  case,  could 
not  be  barred  by  a  common  recovery ;  although  the  estate- 
tail  itself  and  all  intermediate  remainders,  between  it  and 
the  revernon,  were  destroyed :  the  recovery,  in  fact,  created 
a  kind  of  base-fee,  determinable  with  the  frilure  of  the  issue 
of  the  tenant  in  tail,  either  alone,  or  conjoined  with  the  ex- 
tinction of  the  intermediate  estates  (accordingly  as  any 
such  were  or  were  not  limited),  (r)  And  when  the  interest 
of  the  Crown  was  in  the  nature  of  a  remainder  limited  in  a 
private  grant,  or  accrued  by  forfeiture,  it  was  ruled,  that 
it  was  equally  indestructible;  although,  as  well  prior  re- 
msunders,  as  all  subsequent  estates,  and  the  reversion,  were 
absolutely  barred  by  the  recovery,  (id) 

A  6ne,  also,  levied  by  a  tenant  in  tail,  with  an  expectant 
reversion  or  remainder  in  the  king,  was  (as  it  seems) 
deemed  an  effectual  bar  to  the  issue  in  tail,  under  the 
statute,  4  Hen.  7,  &  24 ;  but  such  a  fine  derived  no  fonre 
under  the  statute,  32  Hen.  8,  c.  36,  (which  first  made  fines 
direct  l^al  bars  of  estates-tail,)  for  that  statute  expressly 
excepted  firom  its  operation,  fines  levied  of  lands,  the  re- 
version whereof  was  in  the  Crown,  and  provided,  that  they 
should  have  no  greater  efficacy,  than  previously  to  its  passmg. 

By  the  statute,  34  and  35  Hen.  8,  c.  20,  it  was  enacted,  statute  34  and 
that  no  feigned  recovery,  by  assent  of  parties,  against  any  20,  prohibUi^ 
tcnaat  in  tail  of  any  lands  ffiven  by  the  Crown,  whereof  barofestate- 

,  .  ,         .  **"  remainders 

the  remainder  or  reversion,  at  the  time  of  such  recovery  or  reversion, 

bad,  should  be  in  the  king,  should  bind  the  heirs  in  tail,  taifgnmted^' 

whether  any  voucher  were  had  in  such  recovery,  or  not ;  "  a/eward  for 

but  that,  after  the  death  of  every  such  tenant  in  tail,  the  ^^il®  1^- 


(o)  Pig.  Rec.  as,  87.  PrestConv.       Burt    Elem.    Comp.  242.       Rand. 
19,  146.     i  Cm.  Fi.  and  Rcc.  335,      Pcrp.  184. 
33t>;  Dig.  tit.  xxxvi.,  c.  13,  s.  20.  (w)  Prvst.  Conv.  19,  H6. 
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[chap. 


mainder  or 
reTenion  in 
Crown. 


Where  pro- 
perty part  of 
ancient  pos- 
sessions of  the 
Crown,  its 
remainder  or 
rcyersion 
cannot  be 
alienated,  and 


heirs  in  tail  might  enter  and  enjoy  the  lands  according  to 
the  form  of  the  gift;  the  recovery,  or  any  other  thing  done 
or  suffered  by  or  against  such  tenant  in  tail,  notwithstand- 
ing. In  the  preamble  of  this  statute,  mention  was  dmply 
made  of  lands  granted  for  **  recompense  of  service ;"  and 
it  has,  therefore,  always  been  held  applicable  to  eatatea-tail 
in .  such  lands  only,  (x)  It  is  clear,  however,  that  the 
statute  equally  embraces  lands  of  the  purchase  or  provision 
of  the  Crown^  if  granted  at  the  instance  of  the  Crown,  and 
as  a  reward  for  services,  iy)  And  it  has  been  also  adjudged^ 
that,  by  this  statute,  no^ne  levied  by  a  tenant  in  tail  of  the 
gift  of  the  Crown,  while  the  remainder  or  reversion  is  in 
the  Crown,  shall  operate  as  a  bar  to  the  issue  in  tail,  or 
shall  affect  the  remainder  or  reversion  of  the  Crown,  {si) 

By  the  statute,  34  and  35  Hen.  8,  then,  all  tenants  in 
tail,  by  the  gift  or  provision  of  the  Crown,  in  reward  of 
services,  are  precluded,  while  a  reminder  or  reverdon 
remains  in  the  Crown,  fixMn  barring  or  destroying,  either 
by  fine  or  recovery,  the  estate«tail,  remainders,  and  re* 
version,  or  any  of  them.  But,  it  must  be  noted,  that  this 
protection  continues  only  so  long  as  the  remainder  or  re» 
version  subsists  in  the  Crown,  for  if  it  be  granted  to  isat 
become  vested  in  a  private  person,  the  tenant  in  tail  may 
immediately  sufler  a  common  recovery,  or  execute  a  dis- 
entailing assurance,  and  thereby  acquire  the  fee-simple,  (a) 

At  the  present  day,  indeed,  if  the  lands  comprised  in  the 
estate-tail  form  part  of  the  ancient  pouessions  of  the  Crown, 
it  is  impossible  for  any  alienation  of  them  to  take  place ; 
the  Crown  having  been  deprived,  in  the  reign  of  Anne,  of 
the  power  of  granting  away  such  possessions ;  and,  in  that 
case,  therefore,  the  property  is  absolutely  and  entirely  on* 


(t)  DjT.  32;    1  Sir  W.  Bl.  654.  and  authorities   there  died;   and  I 

1  Prest.  Cony.  145.  Prest.  Conv.  221. 

(y)  Pig.  Rec.91.     1  Prest.  Conv.  (a)  Pig.  Rec  SS.     1  PretL  Cqiit. 

145.  18,  145. 

(z)  See   1   Cru.   Fi.  &  R«c.  312, 
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disposable,  without  reaort  to  the  aid  of  Parliament  When,  peri>etiiity  of 
however,  the  Crown  is  only  entitled  to  a  remainder,  under 
a  grant  fiom  a  subject  in  the  instrument  creating  the  estate- 
tail,  it  does  not  seem,  that  the  alienation  of  that  interest 
(either  to  a  stranger,  or  to  the  tenant  in  tail,)  is  precluded, 
since,  on  the  hypothesis,  it  does  not  subsist  in  any  portion 
of  the  hereditary  possessions  of  the  Crown.  In  such  case, 
consequently,  it  is  in  the  power  of  the  Crown,  by  depriving 
itself  of  the  remainder,  to  withdraw  the  property  (and, 
therefore,  the  inteiestB  of  the  issue,  and  the  intermediate 
remainders,)  from  the  protecdon  afforded  by  the  34  and  35 
Hen.  8. 

Although  the  statute  of  Hen.  8  is  confined  to  estates-tail  Commcm  Uw 
granted  as  a  reward  ibr  or  in  consideration  of  services,  and  ci^wnnot 
the  prohibition  against  the  bar  of  the  heirs  in  taU  and  the  ^J^  " 
remaioder^men  applies  only  to  such  estates,  yet,  the  old  •"Jl^f^^y 
Common  law  prerogative  of  the  Crown  still  subsists,  whereby 
every  reversion  or  remainder,  expectant  on  an  estate-tail, 
vested  in  the  Crown,  (whether  by  direct  grant  or  reser- 
vation^  or  by  forfeiture  or  escheat,)  is  preserved  from  the 
operation  of  common  recoveries  and  disentailing  assurances, 
suffered  and  executed  by  the  tenant  in  tail,  (b)    Such  re- 
coveries and  assurances  will  bar  the  issue  and  all  ulterior 
estates  limited  to  subjects;  and,  in  the  case  of  the  interest 
of  the  Crown  being  a  remainder  in  tail,  those  estates  (to- 
gether with  the  ultimate  reversion)  will  be  barred,  whether 
precedent  or  subsequent  to  the  remainder  of  the  Crown,  (c) 
It  is  to  be  observed,  that  all  estates  and  interests  carved 
out  of  a  reversion  in  the  Crown  are  protected  by  the  statute 
of  Hen.  8,  so  long  as  the  ultimate  fee  remiuns  in  the 
Crown :  (<2)  but,  on  the  other  hand,  an  estate  for  life  or 
years  granted  to  the  Crown,  out  of  a  reversion  originally 
reserved  to  a  private  person,  is  not  such  an  interest  as  will 

(fr>  Fig.  Bee  86,  87.     1  Pratt.  (e)  1  Pratt  Conr.  14S. 

ConT.  19,  146.     Burt.  Elem.  Comp.  {d)  1  Pratt.  Conv.  18,  19. 

242. 
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Provisions  of 
34  &  35  Hen. 
8,  not  allowed 
to  be  fraudu- 
lently resorted 
to,  in  order  to 
create  unbar- 
rable  entail. 


Provisions  of 
34&35 
Hen.  8,  not 
affected  by  3 
&  4  Oul.  4, 
c74. 


But  Common 
law  preroga- 
tive of  tbe 


preclude  the  tenant  in  tail  from  barring  his  estate-tail,  and 
all  the  remainders  and  the  reversion  (indudin^^  of  course, 
the  interest  of  the  Crown),  (e) 

It  has  been  wisely  determined,  that  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  of  Hen.  8  shall  not  be  resorted  to,  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  indirectly  creating  unbarraUe  estates-^ail^  and 
thereby  raising  a  perpetuity.  Therefore,  where  a  person 
conveyed  lands  to  the  Crown,  with  an  intent  that  the  Crown 
should  reconvey  to  the  same  person  in  tail,  reserving  the 
ultimate  reversion  to  the  Crown,  it  was  held,  that  such  an 
estate-tail  would  not  be  within  the  protection  of  tbe 
statute,  {ee) 

It  is,  of  course,  clear,  that,  in  the  case  of  a  renuunder  or 
reversion  vested  in  the  Crown,  expectant  on  an  estate-tail 
not  granted  far  sertiees,  the  tenant  in  tail  may  levy  a  fine, 
which  will  be  attended  by  the  like  effect,  as  in  all  other 
cases;  vis.,  the  creating  a  base-foe  determinable  with  the 
fiulure  of  issue  of  the  tenant  in  taiL  And  the  same  may 
be  declared  of  an  enrolled  assurance  executed  by  a  tenant 
in  tail  m  remainder,  under  the  statute  for  abolishing  fises 
and  recoveries. 

A  serious  question,  in  reference  to  the  subject  before  us, 
arises  upon  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  3  &  4  Gul.  4,  c  74, 
fx  fiieUitating  the  barring  of  estates-taiL  By  the  18th  sec- 
tion of  that  act,  it  is  provided,  that  the  geneial  power  of 
disposition  thereby  granted  to  tenants  in  tail,  shall  not 
extend  to  tenants  of  estates-tail,  who,  by  the  statute,  34  and 
35  Hen.  8,  or  by  any  other  act,  are  restndned  fiom  barring 
their  estates*tatl«  So  for,  consequently,  as  leqiects  the 
protection  thrown  over  e8tate»*tail,  with  the  ulterior  re- 
mainders and  reversion,  by  the  statute  of  HexL  8,  it  is  dear, 
the  recent  disentailing  act  effects  no  alteration  in  the  law. 

But,  it  will  be  observed,  the  ordinary  prerogative  of  the 
Crown,  in  reference  to  reversions  on  estates-tail  not  granted 


(«)  Pig.  Rec.  88,  89.  earl  of  Verhy,  Pig.  Rec.   201 ;    11 

{ee)  Johnatm  d.  earl  of  Augleaea  v.       Mod.  304 ;  2  Show.  104. 
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for  services,  or  to  remainders  or  reversions  derived  by  the  Crown  not 
Crown  under  private  grants,  or  bj  forfeiture,  did  not  and  operation  of 
does  not  arise  under  anj  statute,  but  is  of  Common  law  JUJ^ute^^*^"*^ 
origin  solely.     If  regard  be  had,  therefore,  to  the  termt  of  the 
above-mentioned  provision  in  the  recent  statute,  it  should 
seem,  that  the  ancient  privil^e  of  the  Crown,  in  cases  not 
provided  for  by  the  statute  of  Hen.  8,  is  wholly  taken  away : 
and  this  oanclnsion  is  strongly  supported  by  the  fact,  that 
the  general  enabling  clause  in  the  act  expressly  mentions 
^  the  Kingls  most  excellent  majesty,  his  heirs  and  socces- 
soiB,"  among  those,  agunst  whom  the  power  of  disposition 
thereby  conferred  should  be  operative ;  which  satisfies  the 
general  rule  of  law,  that  the  Crown  must  be  particularly 
named  in  an  act  of  Parliament,  in  order  to  be  bound  by  it. 

The  ohjBcl  and  intention  of  the  statute,  34  and  35  Hen.  8,  object  and 
it  has  been  well  said,  (/)  is  the  perpetuation  in  families,  of  3°4®jt*3T  °^ 
those  estates  which  were  given  or  procured  to  be  given  to  H®**-  ^^ 
them  by  the  Crown,  as  a  reward  for  some  eminent  services, 
that  they  might  be  a  perpetual  testimony  of  the  munificence 
of  the  Crown,  and  an  inducement  to  those  families,  to  per- 
severe in  that  loyalty  which  was  the  original  cause  of  the 
gift.     And  to  this,  it  may  be  added,  that  the  preamble  of 
the  statute  shows  plainly,  that  one  purpose  of  the  enact- 
ment was,  the  maintenance  in  respectability  and  comfort, 
not  alone  of  the  immediate  objects  of  the  grant,  but  also  of 
the  posterity  of  those  who  are  rewarded  for  signal  services 
rendered  to  the  State,  so  that  the  recompense  may  be  more 
substantial  and  permanent. 

In  some  respects  similar  to  the  statute,  34  and  35  Hen.  8,  Legislative 
and  the  perpetuity  of  settlement  effected  by  it,  are  those  Sau^tn**  ^^ 
national  provisions  for  particular  distinguished  individuals,  |!^^^^.^' 
and  their  descendants,  with  which  the  Crown  and  Parlia-  Marnfonmgh 
mcnt  have  sometimes  honorably  rewanled  the  achievements  i^^       "*^" 
of  bravery,  and  the  exploits  of  patriotism.     It  has  been 


(/)  Sec  2  Cru.  Fi.  and  Roc.  320. 
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justly  said,  (g)  that,  *'  since  the  age  has  lost  the  fire  of  chivalry, 
or  virtue  has  been  more  duly  rewarded,  the  stimulus  of 
visible  magnificence  has  been  a  fiivorite  policy,  or  its  riches 
have  been  deemed  the  just  reward  of  merit" 

With  one  instance  of  this  kind,  almost  all  are  familiar, — 
that,  namely,  of  the  Legislative  (A)  settlement  of  the  estates 
of  Blenheim^  upon  the  fiunous  Duke  of  Marlborough  and  his 
posterity,  subject  to  a  prohibition  against  the  peiformanoe 
of  any  act,  to  unfetter  the  entail,  or  to  withdraw  the  estates 
firom  the  strict  line  of  devolution  pointed  out  by  the  statutes 
creating  the  settlement  To  this  day,  the  provision  thus 
made  for  the  family  of  Marlborough  has  been  maintained 
in  all  its  integrity,  (excepting  the  occasional  conferring  of 
special  powers,  in  order  to  needfiil  reparations,  &c.,)  as  well 
by  the  Legislature,  as  by  the  judicial  interpretation  of  the 
statutes  granting  it 

Another  public  recognition  of  eminent  services,  closely 
resembling  the  one  just  mentioned,  is  that  aflbrded  by  the 
settlement  of  estates  in  perpetuity,  upon  the  Duke  of  fFet- 
linglon  and  his  descendants,  subject  to  restrictions  similar 
to  those  imposed  in  the  case  of  the  Marlborough  provision, 
accompanied  by  others,  equally  stringent,  in  reference  to 
the  mode  and  extent  of  enjoyment  of  the  property  by  the 
successive  inheritors  of  the  title  and  estates,  (t) 

The  beneficial  character  of  these  variations  firom  the 
general  spirit  and  provisions  of  the  laws  of  property,  can  be 
questioned,  as  little  as  the  extraordinaiy  merits  of  the 
individujEds,  in  whose  fitvor,  and  in  &vor  of  wKose  fiunilies^ 
they  were  made ;  and,  in  reference  to  their  general  bearing 
upon  the  subject  of  this  Treatise,  it  may  be  said,  exoepiio 
probat  regulam. 

(Sf)  Rand.  Pcrp.  176L  (t)  See  stetotee,  41  Geo.  3,e.  59; 

(4)  See  statutes*  3  &  4  Anne, c      43  Geo.  3,  c.  113;  54  Geo.  3,  e. 
6 ;  6  Anne,  c.  3 ;  6  Anne,  c  4.  161. 
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CHAPTER  XXXIV. 

OF   THE  LAW  OF  SCOTLAND  AS  IT  RELATES  TO 

FEBPETUITtES. 

Between  the  laws  of  England  and  Scotland,  as  respects 
the  subject  of  Perpetuities,  there  is  a  most  extensive  diffe-' 
rence,  almost  amounting  to  utter  contrariety. 

In  a  former  part  of  this  Treatise,  it  was  seen,  that  the  ol»er?atioiiiu 
commercial  activity  which  arose  at  an  early  period  of  the  ^^^^ir*"  ^ 
history  of  England,  and  the  exercise  of  knowledge  and  of  ^J®J{^"  "* 
art  which  resulted  from  it,  added  to  the  influence  of  the 
commons,  and,  in  proportion,  diminished  the  aristocratic 
power.     The  effect  was  soon  visible  in  an  inroad  upon  the 
feodal  system,  as  respects  the  laws  of  alienation  which  pre- 
vailed mider  it     But,  in  Scotland,  where  the  same  improve- 
ments were  not  so  rapidly  disseminated,  it  was  much  longer 
before  the  restraints  of  that  system  were  even  partially  re- 
moved, (k)  It  has  been  well  observed  by  an  elegant  writer,  (/) 
that  the  liberal  opinions  consequent  on  the  increase  of  wealth, 
and  on  the  rise  of  the  middling  orders  into  rank  and  power, 
did  not  find  their  way  so  early  into  that  kingdom.     Scotland 
did  not  possess  those  local  advantages,  nor  that  vigour  of 
enterprise,  which  led  to  an  early  collision  between   the 
English  and  the  nations  of  the  south,  and  enriched  them, 
not  merely  with  the  productions  of  other  regions,  but  with 

(A)  Sandf.  Entail,  30.  (0  Sandf.  Entail,  32. 
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They  pennit 
at  present  day 
the  strictest 
unbarrable 
entail  that 
can  be  made. 


I.  Entail  hj 
simple  desti- 
nation. 


a  knowledge  of  the  free  institutions,  and  a  love  of  the 
liberty  of  action,  which,  after  a  long  period  of  human  degra- 
dation, again  appeared  in  those  states,  whose  power  and 
&me  were  founded  on  their  commercial  prosperity. 

The  influence  of  the  principles  of  feodalism  upon  the 
laws  of  alienation  and  settlement  in  Scotland,  is  still  great ; 
and  the  enlai^ed  notions  of  commercial  freedom  which  have 
long  prevailed  in  this  island,  have  never  found  their  way 
into  the  jurisprudential  polity  of  its  northern  neighbour. 
This  has  been  the  source  of  fiiequent  and  just  regret,  on  the 
part  of  very  many  eminent  lawyers  and  statesmen  of  that 
country ;  and  as  much  leniency  and  liberality  have  been 
introduced  by  the  judicature,  into  the  practical  working  of 
the  system  of  entails  in  Scotland,  as  it  is  capable  o£  But 
still,  it  may  be  affirmed,  that,  by  virtue  of  the  Scotdi  system 
of  entails,  (one,  too,  recognized  by  and  based  upon  Statute,) 
lands  in  that  country  may  be  tied  up  in  a  perpetuity  of  settle- 
ment, to  an  indefinite  extent,  and  the  parties  sucoesmvely 
taking  under  it  be  wholly  precluded  from  exercising  any 
of  those  rights  (of  alienation,  pledge,  leasing,  &&,)  in  which 
the  ownership  of  heritable  property  really  and  substantially 
consists.  The  settlor  has  but  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  the  law,  in  explicitly  declaring  his  intention,  and  suffi- 
ciently guarding  and  giving  effect  to  it,  and  his  property 
may  be  enchained  in  a  series  or  succession  of  entails;,  to 
which  there  are  no  limits,  less  extensive  than  his  ability  to 
select  objects  for  his  dispositive  scheme. 

To  confirm  these  general  remarks,  it  may  be  well, 
briefly  to  state  the  principal  features  of  the  system  of  entails, 
which  prevails  in  Scotland. 

1.  The  most  unfettered  of  Scotch  entails  much  resembles 
the  simple  estate-tail  in  England.  It  is  called  an  enlail  bg 
simple  destinatiofh  the  effect  of  which  is,  to  vest  the  pn^ierty 
in  the  various  substitutes,  (that  is,  the  grantees  or  donees,) 
according  to  the  order  of  succession  pointed  oat  in  the 
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entail,  tu  long  as  no  Mlienaiian  u  made  by  any  of  ike  heirs 
of  entail  MicceediDg  to  the  estate ;  but,  as  each  such  heir  of 
entail  is  in  law  a  fise-siniple  owaer,  he  may  alienate  the 
lands,  or  alter  the  mode  of  succession,  at  his  discretion.  (i») 
When  these  entails  by  ample  destination  contain  (as  is 
sometimes  the  case,)  a  clause  of  return  to  the  grantor  and 
his  heirs,  on  fiulure  of  the  grantees,  the  land  may  still  be 
alienated  for  valuable  or  pecuniary  consideration  (or,  to 
observe  technical  phraseology,  for  an  onerous  cause).  In 
reference,  however,  to  gratuitous  (or,  as  the  expression 
would  here  be,  voluntary,)  alienation  by  the  di^nees 
taking  under  the  settlement,  the  right  to  make  such  a 
gratuitous  disposition,  in  prejudice  ci  the  clause  of  return, 
will  depend  on  the  character  of  the  original  settlement  If 
that  be  gratuitous,  the  clause  of  return  is  held  to  be  a  con- 
dition of  the  grant,  and  the  grantor  and  his  heirs  cannot  be 
gratuitously  disappointed :  if,  however,  the  original  settle- 
ment be  onerous,  (that  is,  gmnted  in  fulfilment  of  any 
antecedent  legal  obligation,)  the  dause  of  return  may  be 
defeated  gratuitously. 

2.  A  mode  of  settlement,  more  stringent  than  the  last-  2.  Entui 
mentioned,  is  that  called  entail  with  prohibitory  clauses,  tory  dviseaf 
which  declare  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  heirs  of 
entail  to  contract  debt,  alienate  the  property,  or  alter  the 
destination,  or  do  any  other  act  whereby  the  lands  may  be 
affected,  (ft)    This  entail  precludes  any  of  the  grantees 
from  making  a  gratuitous  disposition,  by  which  the  substi- 
tutes or  heirs  of  entail  who  are  to  succeed  after  them,  can 
be  disappointed  of  the  succession ;  and,  in  case  of  any  such 
being  made,  the  latter  may  set  it  atnde,  as  done  to  their  pre- 
Judice.    But  any  of  the  disponees  may,  notwithstanding  the 
prohibitory  clauses,  chaige  the  estates  with  debts,    and 
alienate  them  for  an  onerous  cause,  and  so  free  the  property 

(m)  SttidH  Eiiua,44,  45.  *       (»}  Sandf.  EntaU,  101—114. 
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from  the  fetters  of  the  entail ;  and,  in  that  caae^  they  wiU 
not  be  under  any  personal  obligation,  to  exonerate  or  purge 
the  estate  from  the  debts,  or  (in  the  case  of  sale)  to  pay  to 
the  heirs  of  entail  or  substitutes,  the  value  of  the  estate  sold, 
for  the  purpose  of  investment  in  the  purchase  of  property  to 
be  settled  in  accordance  with  the  original  entail :  the  heir  in 
possession,  in  fiict,  is  not  under  the  necessity  of  tiansmitting 
the  estate  to  the  heirs  of  entail,  according  to  the  inteatioa 
of  the  original  disponer  or  settlor. 

Thus  £ir,  consequently,  we  perceive,  that,  although,  in  th^ 
case  of  entails  with  prohibitory  clauses,  the  power  ofdaspo- 
sition  possessed  by  the  grantees,  is  by  no  means  equal  to  thai 
legally  secured  to  tenants  in  tail  and  other  donees  in  Eng- 
land, yet,  neither  such  entails^  nor  entails  by  simple  desti- 
nation, operate  in  entire  exclusion  of  the  right  of  aUenation 
and  pledge.  The  true  genius,  however,  of  the  Scotch  sj»- 
tem  of  settlements  still  remains  to  be  exhibited  in, 
3.  Entail  with  3.  The  third  kind  of  entail,  which  is  that  technically 
nsflolviiTe  termed,  entail  with  irritafU  and  resokUive  clau»0$;{o)  a 
species  of  settlement,  which  owes  its  origin  to  an  express 
enactment  of  the  Scotch  Legislature,  made  in  the  year 
1685 ;  and  which  must  satisfy  even  the  most  exalted  and 
extravagant  views,  as  to  the  extent  of  prospective  control 
over  property  consequent  on  absolute  ovmershipi  Hie 
superior  strictness  of  this  mode  of  entail  consists  in  the 
circumstance,  that  the  prohibitions  which  constitute  the 
distinguishing  feature  of  the  entail  last-mentioned,  are  ac- 
companied by  two  clauses;  one  irritating  (as  the  expression 
is)  or  annulling  acts  or  deeds  granted  or  done  in  contravention 
of  the  prohibitory  clauses  of  the  entail,  (that  is,  the  contract- 
ing debt  upon,  or  selling,  alienating,  or  altering  the  mode  qI[ 
succession  to,  the  property,)  by  declaring,  that  they  shall  be 
null  and  void;  and  the  other  resolving  the  right  of  the  heir 

(o)  Sudf.  EntaU,  117—139. 
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who  contravenes,  or,  in  other  words,  declaring  his  right  to 
be  forfeited,  upon  his  doing  or  granting  any  act  or  deed 
contrary  to  the  prohibitions  in  the  entail,  and  by  which  the 
coarse  of  succession  may  be  frustrated  or  pfrejudged.     The 
force  of  these  clauses  is  derived  from  the  above-mentioned 
statute,  and  they  are  as  much  a  recognised  portion  of  the 
entail  as  the  simple  destination  itself.    But  it  Is  absolutely 
necessaiy,  that  both  the  irritant  and  resolutive  clauses 
should  occur  in  the  settlement,  or  the  prohibitions  will  not 
be  effectual ;  and  the  latter  will  merely,  therefore,  have  the 
limited  f<»rce  of  the  entail  with  prohibitory  clauses  before-men- 
tioned.  In  giving  effect  to  these  prohibitory  and  accompany^ 
ing  clauses,  the  Courts  have  refused  to  raise  any  implication  or 
inference,  so  as  to  extend  them  beyond  their  express  terms ; 
but  have,  rather,  desired,  by  means  of  such  defects,  to  free 
the  heirs  from  the  fetters  of  the  entail,  in  regard  to  acts  not 
directly  prohibited  by  them. 

In  the  natuK  and  tendency  of  these  irritaiit  and  resolutive 
clauses,  the  learned  reader  will  discover  a  very  strong 
resemblance  to  the  modes  of  settlement  formerly  attempted 
in  this  country,  after  the  force  of  common  recoveries  was 
established,  for  the  putpose  of  precluding  resort  to  that  mode 
of  unfettering  entails ;  and  which,  it  will  be  remembered^ 
were  (afler  a  period  of  doubt  and  discussion)  finally  ad- 
judged void  and  illegal,  in  the  reign  of  Elizabeth.  Ihe 
marked  difference  between  the  two  systems  of  law,  upon  the 
subject  of  alienation,  in  nothing  appears  more  strongly  than 
in  this,  (jp) 

(  p)  Lofd  CMf  has  thm  <]iuuiilly  And  new  found  pMpetoitxes^a  moa« 

recorded  his  gratMcatUm,  at  the  fate  strous  hrood«  carved  out  of  mere  ui» 

which  these  attempts  at  the  creation  vention,  and  never  known  to  the  an- 

of  perpetuities  met  with  in  EngUnd  :  cient  sages  of  the  Uw.     I  say  mon- 

(Pref.  to  Rep.) — "  Thus  have  I  pnh-  strous,  for  that  the  naturalist  saith, 

lished  in  Afoiy  PorHMgkm*%  case,  for  *  Quod  monttra    genertminr   etnryp^ 

the  general  good  hoth  of  prince  and  iitmgm  aUa^  prineipii  /  and  yet  I 

country,  the  honofable  funeral  of  fond  say  honorable,  because  those  vermin 

AAA 
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Superiority  of       The  incompaiable  superiority  of  the  principles  of  the 
property  English  laws  of  alienation  and  settlement,  over  thosey  the 

m^ntin*^   principal  features  of  which  have  been  here  glanced  at^  has 
Sootland.         been  thus,  in  effect,  eloquently  pourtrayed  by  a  writer,  all 
whose  prejudices  and  associations  must  have  inclined  him 
to  a  preference  of  the  Scotch  system.    ''The  history  of 
entails,"  writes  mr.  SatU^ard,  (q)  ^  in  the  different  nations 
where  they  were  intinoduced,  shows,  that  the  disadvantages 
arising.firom  them  were,  at  a  more  advanced  period  of  civi- 
lization, invariably  considered,  by  the  greatest  legal  philo* 
sophers,  aa  counterbalancing  their  good  efiects^  and  as 
•destructive  of  greater  interests  than  those  which  they  pre- 
served.    They  are  defended  on  the  ground,  that  they  main- 
tain the  pem^anence  of  noble  &milies,  and  prevent  the 
decay,  of  aristocratic  influence.    The  example  of  England 
might  at  once  be  quoted  as  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  aigu- 
ment    Families  exist  there,  notwithstanding  the  freedom  of 
property,  over  whom  centuries  have  roUed,  ^d  still  found 
undiminished  in  hereditary  wealth,  in  honor,  or  in  rank. 
But,  even  if  the  argument  were  conclusive,  it  may  at  least 
be  doubted,  whether  the  accumulation  of  overgrown  pro- 
perty, in  one  branch  of  a  family,  to  the  impoverishment  of 
the  rest,  and  the  check  to  agricultural  improvement,  whidi 
the  restraints  on  the  proprietor  invariably,  occasion,  do  not 
more  retard  the  progress  of  a  rising  nation,  than  the  per- 
manence of  individual  wealth  aids  its  prosperity.     Hie 
&ilure  of  a  few  great  fiunilies — the  decline  of  one  landed 
proprietor,  and  the  rise  of  another — are  not  events  that  can 
affect  the  general  system  of  society,  or  ought  ever  to  engage 
the  attention  of  a  nation.    It  is  of  little  consequence  to  the 

kave    crept    into    nwiiy    honorable  holds  and  inheritances  were  eet  «t 

finnilies.    At  whose  solemn  fiinenl  libertyt  snd  many  and  manHnld  io- 

I  was  present,  and  aocompanied  the  convencies  to  the  head,  and  aB  the 

dead  to  the  graYO  of  obUrion ;   hot  members  of  the  oommonweslth,  thoe- 

moorned  not,  for  that  the  oommoo-  by  avoided.** 

wealth  rejoiced,  that  fettered    free-  (^ )  Entail,  41,  42. 
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greatest  interests  of  a  oountry,  whether  a  name  disappear 
from  the  reccnds  of  its  glory,  or  a  fiunily  sink  firom  its  here* 
ditary  splendonr ;— of  little  importance  to  its  fame,  whether 
the  vutaes  that  insure  its  stability  ccmtinue  to  floorish  in  the 
same  Ime,  or  gain  honooiB  for  a  new  and  hitherto  undistin* 
guished  race.  Bank  and  power  must  continue  to  accom- 
pany wealth,  and  that  is  the  best  policy,  which,  leaving  such 
distinctions  open  to  the  ambition  of  all,  does  not  repress 
exertion,  by  nairowing  the  field  for  competition.'' 
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P.  29.'^Ai  ihg  end  of  the  firti  paragraphf  add  a  note  (jfg) ;  and 
efUer  U  thus :— - 
(^^)  The  same  spirit  it  diacernible  in  the  anrient  rule,  avoiding 
conditions,  npon  gnmts  in  fee  or  otherwise,  against  aliena- 
tion :  see  Co.  litt.  223  a, 
?•  33. — In  the  fifteenth  line  of  the  texi^  after  the  ufard»t  **8ueh 
landtf**  add  a  note  {tt) ;  and  enter  it  thns  ;-^ 
(tt)  See  Doe  d.  Blesard  v.  Simfion,  3  Scott,  N.  S.,  796 ;  4 
Bing.,  N.  S.,  333. 
\  54. — At  the  end  of  note  (/),  add  :— 
And  see  1  Rep.  124  a;  1  Atk.  591 ;  1  Sand.  Uses  &  Tr.  86 ; 
Cm.  Dig.  tit.  xi.,  c,  3,  s.  5. 
'.  61 . — Jt  the  end  of  note  (t),  add  :— 
Bntl.  n.  to  Co.  Litt.  271  h,  n.  1,  s.  iiL  1.    Cm.  Dig.  tit.  ^vi., 
e.  6»  s.  32;  tit.  :iFZi!pii.9  c^  19»  s.  61. 
fnd  at  the  end  of  note  {lt)t  add:'^ 
Bac.   Uses,  47.   Hayes  Conv.  60—64.    The  latter  learned 
-vrriter  has    humorously  observed, — "Over  this  invention 
they  cast  the  veil  of  latinity,  and  prudently  withdrew  it, 
under  the  learned  appellation  of  ^einiiila  jurie  ei  tituU,  firom 
fffTOiliflT  examination." 

.  64. — At  the  end  of  note  (o),  add  :^^ 
And  see  1  Sug.  Pow.  184,  ISj^. 

(a)  Thd  greater  pert  of  theie  addU  work  through  the  pren  t  othen  are 

na  luLVA  been  rendered  neceaiary,  introduced,  in  further  confinnation  of 

caometpeoce  of  cases  decided  or  some  of  the  anthor**  itatemenu  an4 

daring  the  prograss  of  this  opintoDS. 
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P.  67. — At  the  end  of  the  fourth  Une,  add  a  note  {zz);  and 
enter  it  thus : — 
{zz)  And  see,  in  exact  accordance  with  the  decision  in  Badding- 
ton  y.  Ahemethy^  the  case  of  The  King  v.  the  loid  of  the  manor 
of  Oundle,  1  Ad.  &  £11. 283 ;  1  Nev.  &  Man.  586 ;  bat  in  that 
case,  the  donee  of  the  power,  who  was  entitled  in  fee  until 
and  in  default  of  appointment,  had  not  been  admitted. 

P.  78. — At  the  end  of  note  (n),  add: — 
Feame,  Posth.  422.  1  Sand.  Uses  k  Tr.  241,  242,  243.    Cru. 
Dig.  tit.  xi.,  c.  4,  8.  15. 

And  at  the  end  of  note  (o),  add : — 

1  Sug.  Pow.  172 — 176.  1  Pow.  Dev.  by  Jarm.  209. 

P.  90. — At  the  end  of  note  («),  add : — 

And  see  Goodright  v.  Parker^  1  Mau.  &  Selw.  692. 

P.  154. — In  the  twenty-eighth  Une  of  the  text,  after  the  words, 
"  ulterior  limitation,'*  add  a  note  (cc) ;  and  enter  it  thus : — 
(cc)  See  Feame,  Posth.  285 ;  1  Sand.  Uses  &  Tr  .198  ;  1  Jarm. 
Pow.  Dev.  892,  n — 399,  n. 

And  in  the  thirty^seeond  line,  after  the  words,  **  to  rest"  add  a  note 
{ece") ;  and  enter  it  thus : — 
(ccc)  See  But!,  n.  to  Co.  Litt.  290  b,  s.  16 ;  Sugd.  Gilb.  Us. 
&  Tr.  262 — 267 ;  Burt.  Elem.  Comp.  269  ;  judgments  in 
TheUusson  v.  Woodford,  4  Ves.  337,  lA  RouOedge  ▼.  DorrU, 
2  Yes.  jr.  357i  and  in  Keily  v.  Fowler,  Wilm.  Rep.  306. 

p.  \ei.^ After  the  third  Une  of  the  text,  introduce  the  following 
paragraph :— - 
Whether,  indeed,  this  desirable  end  has  been  secured  by  the 
decision  in  CadeU  v.  Palmer,  may  admit  of  question ;  as  will 
appear  upon  reference  to  the  lat^  (sase  of  Smith  t.  Farr  (3 
You.  &  Coll.  328).  In  that  case,  property  was  devised  in 
trust  for  the  testator's  children  for  their  lives,  and  after  their 
decease,  in  trust  that  the  income  should  be  paid  to  the  testa- 
tor's surviving  grandchildren  who  should  be  then  living, 
until  the  youngest  should  attain  ttpenty-one,  and  upon  the 
youngest  of  them  attaining  that  age,  in  trust  to  be  divided 
between  all  the  said  grandchildren,  and  the  children  of  any 
such  grandchild  who  might  he  then  dead,  leaving  issue,  such 
children  to  take  their  parent's  share.  Here,  it  is  manifest, 
the  full  period  of  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years  was 
embraced  by  the  limitation  to  the  grandchOdren  :  and  it  is 
equally  clear,  that  it  was  exposed  to  no  otyection,  on  acooun^ 
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of  the  possibility,  that  some  of  the  cestuU  que  vies  (the  testa- 
tor's children)  might  be  in  venire  sa  mere  at  the  time  of  the 
limitation  taking  effect,  and  that  some  of  the  individuals, 
whose  inilBUicy  constituted  and  swallowed  up  the  additional 
period  or  term,  might  be  in  ventre  ea  mere  at  the  determina- 
tion of  the  lives.  Both  these  contingent  periods  of  gestation 
are  comprised  in  the  limits  of  the  Rule  as  at  present  fixed. 
But,  it  was  argued,  in  the  case  in  question,  that  the  limitation 
was  too  remote,  because  it  extended  to  objects  (namely, 
great-grandchildren,)  who  might  possibly  be  tn  venire  aa 
mere  at  the  detemiination  of  the  term  of  twenty-one  ^years, 
that  is,  on  the  attainment  by  the  youngest  grandchild  of 
his  age  of  twenty-one :  and  this  further  contingent  period 
was  not,  it  was  said,  within  the  terms  of  the  Rule  against 
Perpetuities,  as  settled  by  CadeU  v.  Palmer,  This  argument, 
obviously,  overlooks  the  fact,  that  the  capacity  of  posthumous 
issue  to  take  in  the  same  manner  as  if  actually  living  at  the 
death  of  the  £Either,  is  entirely  the  result  of  a  general  rule  of 
law ;  and  that  the  contingency  of  the  object  of  a  limitation 
being  in  venire  »a  mere  when  that  limitation  takes  effect,  is 
assumed  in  every  gift  sanctioned  by  law.  In  addition  to 
this,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  reasoning  which  tends  to 
invalidate  limitations,  on  account  of  an  additional  period  of 
suspension  being  required  for  the  birth  of  objects  in  venire 
sa  mere,  applies,  in  a  much  stronger  degree,  to  the  contin- 
gency, (equally  implied  in  every  disposition,)  that  the  lega- 
tees or  donees  may  be  infants,  and  that,  therefore,  the  whole 
or  a  portion  of  the  period  of  infancy  must  elapse,  before  such 
legatees  or  donees  can  have  full  enjoyment  of  the  property. 
And,  yet,  it  will  nowhere  be  seriously  aigued,  that  this 
possible  prolongation  of  the  period  of  suspension,  by  act  of 
lawy  beyond  the  express  allowed  limits,  in  any  manner  affects 
the  validity  of  the  gift,  the  enjoyment  of  which  is  so  post- 
poned. {Fide  p.  168.)  The  possibility  of  the  party  taking 
under  the  limitation  being  in  venire  sa  mere,  or  an  in&nt,  is 
implied  in  every  disposition,  the  nature  and  terms  of  which 
do  not  preclude  any  such  contingency ;  and  the  circumstance, 
that  this  may  be  the  course  of  events,  in  a  case,  where  the 
whole  permitted  period  of  remoteness  has  been  expressly 
resorted  to,  can  in  no  way  invalidate  a  limitation  otherwise 
conformable  to  the  rules  of  law.     There  seems,  therefo'  re,to 
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be  no  ground  for  sappoBUig,  that  a  litnitatioai  ivhicb,  in  its 
ordinary  course  of  operation,  may  involve  the  allowance  of 
two  periods  of  gestation,  (one  for  the  ascertainment  of  the 
lives,  and  another  for  the  birth  of  an  infant,  aft^r  the  deter- 
mination of  the  lives,)  will  be  in  any  degz^  objectionable, 
by  reason  of  its  complete  enjoyment  being  possibly  postponed 
for  an  additional  period*  sufficient  for  the  birth  of  any  objects 
who  may  be  then  in  ventre  sa  merct  and  (contfqnently)  also 
the  term  of  their  infancy. 
P.  165.^/ii  the  first  line  of  the  text,  after  the  word,  '*  taid,'  add 
a  note  (tr)  ;  and  enter  it  thu$  .'-7* 

(rr)  See  Hargr.  &  Butl*  n.  to  Co.  Litt.  20  a,  n.  5  ;  ib.  271  b, 

.    1^  1,  s.  iii  2 ;  2  Haigr.  Jarid.  Ai§.  59  ;  Paweffn  n*  to  F. 
Ex.  Dev.  113  n ;  3  Re,  Pr«  Com.  Rep.  32,  39, 
P.  ISSm'-^Mtheeudofthe  eeeond  paragraph,  add  a  note  (^) ;  and 
enter  it  thus : — 

(^g)  See  Habergham  v.  Vincent,  5  T.  B.  92. 
P..  195.— At  the  end  of  note  (g),  add ;-« 

Traah  v.  Wood,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  324.    See  Maneel  v.  Grooe,  in 
Chancery,  before  Sir  J.  L.  K.  Bruce,  Y.  C,  July  19th,  1843. 
P«  225. — In  the  twentg'-seeond  Une  of  the  text,  after  the  ward, 
*'  them,"  add  a  note  (pv) ;  and  enter  it  thus ; — 

(rp)  See  Carter  v.  Bentatt,  2  Beav.  551. 
P.  280*— -^<  the  end  of  note  (t).  add  ;— 

But,  it  may  be  observed,  the  question  hinted  at  in  the  text  is 
now  awaiting  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  C.  B«,  in  the  oik 
of  Greenwood  v.  RothweU,  there  pending.  The  point,  also, 
recently  came  before  Lord  Chancellor  Sugdent  ui  the  case  of 
Crozier  v.  Crozier,  2  Con.  &  Law.  309,  where,  in  effect  and 
according  to  the  construction  adopted,  the  limitation  was  to 
the  issue  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee ;  and  i%  was  heldy  that 
they  were  entitled  by  purdiase. 
Pp  305. — 4t  the  end  of  noU  (d),  add  :^ 

The  principle,  that  the  construotion  of,  "issue,"  bends  to  par- 
ticular circumstances,  more  easily  thaii  that  oU  *'  hein  of  the 
body,"  was  also  recognbed  in  the  recent  case  of  Croaier  v. 
Crozier,  2  Con.  h  Law.  309. 
P.  327^— ^<  the  end  of  the  seventh  Une  q/T  the  text,  add  a  maU 
(pp) ;  and  enter  it  thus : — 

(pp)  See  the  late  case  of  Mansel  v.  Grove,  before  Y.  C.  Sir  /. 
L.  K.  Bruce,  July  19th,  1843. 
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P.  329.— i#l  ike  end  of  noU  (z).  iM  :— 
See  die  case  of  Mansel  v*  Gnwe^  M  mpra. 

P.  S47.— At  the  end  of  note  (/)•  add  :— 
In  support  of  the  poahion  in  the  text,  it  is  to  he  ohserved,  that 
the  recent  case  of  Woodeoek  ▼.  Renniekt  4  Beav.  190,  estah- 
lishes,  that,  where  there  is  no  direct  independent  gift  to 
children,  in  de&nlt  of  appointment,  hat  that  gift  is  expressed 
in  the  sentence  which  comprises  the  words  creating  the  power, 
the  ohjects  of  the  power  and  the  ohjects  of  the  gift  are  neces- 
sarily the  same. 

P.  849. — In  note  (^),  after  the  reference  to  Keating  v.  Keating, 

And  Croaier  v.  Crozier^  2  Con.  &  Law.  809 ;  in  which  latter 
case,  howeyer,  no  question  conld  arise,  as  to  the  effect  of  a 
power  of  distribution  upon  words  referring  to  a  f&ilnie  of 
issue,  since  there  was  no  gift-over  after  the  implied  limita- 
tion to  the  issue. 

P.  Z$5.—At  the  end  of  note  (w),  add  :— 

And  see  judgment  in  Crozier  v.  Crozier^  2  Con.  8»  Law.  809. 

p.  3S4.'^At  the  end  of  note(x),  add : — 

Indeed,  in  some  cases,  the  absence  of  a  limitation  on  foilnre  of 
issue  has  been  relied  upon,  in  support  of  the  construction  of 
the  issue  taking  by  furehase.     See  Crozier  v.  Crozier^  2  Con. 
&  Law.  809.     Sed  vide  remarks  on  this  doctrine,  2  Jarm 
Wills,  846. 

P.  385. — After  the  worde^  "  each  ieeue"  in  the  first  Une  of  the 
iextf  add :— • 
or  unless  the  words  of  limitation  or  representation  be  coupled 
with  words  of  division  or  distribution.  (Crozier  v.  Crosier^ 
3  Con.  &  Law.  809.  See,  also,  as  to  the  latter  point,  2 
Jam.  Wills,  842  n.  851.) 

'.  385.— idfl  the  end,  introduce  thefoUowing  paragraph  .*^ 
Agatn^  the  construction  of,  **  issue,"  as  a  word  of  purchase,  has 
sometimes  proceeded  upon  the  circumstance  of  the  gift  to 
the  issue  being  made  in  the  form  of  a  power  of  distribution 
vested  in  the  parent.  Thus,  in  the  late  case  of  Crozier  v. 
Crosier,  uhi  supra,  there  was  a  devise  to  J.  C,  for  life,  and 
ailter  his  decease,  unto  the  issue  male  and  female  of  J.  C, 
begotten  or  to  be  begotten,  on  the  body  of  his  wife,  C.  C, 
to  be  divided  between  and  amongst  them,  in  such  mau' 
ner,  shares,  and  proportions,  as  J.  C.  shmM  appoini ;  and  it 
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was  decided,  that  J.  C.  took  an  estate  for  life  only,  and  that 
his  children  were  entitled  in  remainder,  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon in  fee,  or,  rather,  (the  property  being  freehold  for  lires) 
of  the  entire  interest.  See  also  the  preyious  cases  of  Taryei 
y.  OauiUf  Hockley  v.  Mawhey,  and  Leemmg  t.  Sherrail, 
cited,  supra,  pp.  348,  349. 

P.  386.-- ^<  the  end  of  note  (d),  add  :  — 

See  Earl  of  Verulam  ▼.  Bathuret,  in  Chancery,  Stli  March, 
1843. 

P.  SS9.—At  the  end  of  note  (d),  add:— 

And  see  also,  judgment  of  Lord  Chancellor  Sugden,  in  Croiier 
T.  Crogier,  2  Con.  &  Law.  309. 

P.  408. — At  the  end  of  note  (fi)»  add  : —  ^ 
And  see  also,  pp.  38,  41. 

P.  419. — In  the  seventeenth  line  of  the  text,  after  the  word^ 
"  boundary,**  add  a  note  (aa)  ;  and  enter  it  thus : — 
(da)  And  it  is,  of  course,  clear,  that  a  limitation  will  be  entirely 
void,  even  if  it  be  simply  possible,  that  the  individuals  to 
take  under  it,  may  be  the  issneof  a  person  unborn,  although 
there  is,  in  fact,  a  person  in  esse,  who  may  answer  the  de- 
scription of  parent  of  the  remote  objects,  and  who,  in  event, 
actually  does  so.  And,  therefore,  if  a  limitation  be  made  to 
a  person  in  esse,  for  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to  his  second 
son,  (in  general  terms,  and  not  by  name,)  for  life,  and  after 
his  decease,  to  his  first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail, 
there  seems  no  room  for  doubt,  that  the  ulterior  remainder  is 
void,  because  it  is  not  certain,  that  the  person  who  will 
answer  the  description  of  second  son  of  the  first  taker  is  m 
esses  in  other  words,  that  he  will  prove  to  be  a  person, 
whose  issue  would  be  valid  objects  of  express  gift,  within  the 
provisions  of  the  Rule  against  Perpetuities.  Of  this  descrip- 
tion, were  the  limitations  in  the  late  case  of  Wills  y.  Wills, 
1  Dr.  8c  War.  439  ;  but  the  circumstances  were  not  nich  as 
to  call  for  a  decision  as  to  the  validity  of  the  ulterior  gift; 
although  that  point  will,  doubtless,  hereafter,  demand  atten- 
tion. 

P.  424. — At  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph,  add  a  note  {kk) ; 

and  enter  it  thus : — 

{kk)  In  Mr.  Feame'i  Posthumous  Works,  p.  285,  an  opinicm  of 

that  eminent  writer  is  stated,  upon  a  limitation  to  the  first  son 

uf  D.  (a  person  f  n  esse)  who  should  attain  twenty-five  years  of 
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age ;  wMch  Mr.  Fewme  (as  it  is  conoeived,  very  properly,) 
thought  too  remote  :  but  the  opinion  of  that  learned  gentle- 
man 18  8o  expressed,  as  to  gire  rise  to  an  inference,  that  the 
eircunuittHce  of  2>.  not  having  any  son  horn  at  the  time  of  the 
creation  of  the  gift,  ^nndgfaed  with  him  in  the  conclusion  at 
which  he  arrived.     This,  however,  was,  deariy,  immaterial : 
the  possibility,  that  the  eldest  son   attaining  twenty-five 
might  prove  to  be  a  person  unborn,  was,  undoubtedly,  suf- 
ficient to  invalidate  the  limitation,  although  the  individual 
named  might  have  children  living,  who  eventually  answered 
the  ivquiied  description. 
P.  450,-^At  the  end  of  the  paragraph,  concluding  with  the  word, 
"  settlement,"  add  a  note  (aa) ;  and  enter  it  thus  : — 
(aa)  See  Sugd.  Gilb.  Us.  &  Tr.  275,  276. 
P.  456. — At  the  end  of  note  (k),  add : — 

Fearne,  Fosth.  285. 
P.  459. — At  the  end  of  note  (p),  add : — 

1  Jarm.  Fow.  Dev.  407»  n. 

In  the  nineteenth  Une  of  the  text,  after  the  words,  ^  the  gift,**  add 

a  note  (pp) ;  and  enter  it  thus  : — 

(pp)  An  instance  of  a  valid  limitation  to  remote  issue,  within 

the  terms  of  the  position  in  the  text,  occurred  in  the  recent 

case  of  Smith  v.  Farr,  3  You.  ft  Coll.  328,  where  a  testator, 

after  directing  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  be  placed  out  and 

invested  by  trustees  on  freehold  or  government  securities, 

bequeathed  the  interest  and  dividends  to  his  several  children, 

for  their  lives,  and  after  the  decease  of  his  said  children,  unto 

and  between  all  his  surviving  grandchildren  who  should  he  then 

living,  until  the  youngest  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 

years ;  and  upon  the  youngest  of  them  attaining  such  age, 

the  testator  directed,  that  the  whole  should  be  converted  into 

money,  and  the  produce  paid  and  divided  between  all  such 

his  said  grandchildren,  and  the  children  and  child  of  any  such 

grandchild  who  might  he  then  dead,  leaving  lawful  issue  ; 

such  children  or  child  to  take  his,  her,  or  their  parent's  share ; 

and  if  but  one  such  grandchild  who  should  attain  the  age  of 

twenty -one,  in  trust  for  such  grandchild,  his  or  her  heirs, 

executors,  administrators,  and  assigns.     A  question  arose 

upon  the  claim  of  the  children  of  a  grandchild  who  died 

before  some  of  the  testator's  children  ;  and  it  was  held,  that 

the  substitutionary  gift  only  extended  to  issue  of  those  grand- 
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children  who  tunrived  all  the  children ;  sQch  grandchildren 
alone  being  entitled  under  the  or^nal  gift:  and  no  doubt 
aeems  to  hare  been  (nor  could  hare  been)  entertained,  as  to 
the  legal  capacity  of  the  great*grandchildren,  who  were 
within  the  terms  of  the  limitation.  Such  great-grandchildren 
(although  the  issue  of  persons  boni  and  unborn)  must  neces- 
satilj  be  ascertained  on  the  attainment  by  the  youngest 
grandchild  of  the  age  of  twenty-one ;  and,  as  that  event 
must  happen,  if  at  all,  within  or  at  the  expiration  of  twenty- 
one  years  from  the  decease  of  persons  m  esse,  {viz,,  the  tes- 
tator's children,)  the  gift  was  unquestionably  good,  so  &r  as 
lespects  the  point  of  remoteness. 
P.  477.— i^'  the  end  of  the  paragraph,  add : — 

It  is  almost  unnecessary  to  observe,  that  the  rule  requiring  the 
acquisition  of  a  qualification  which  is  to  ascertain  the  object 
of  a  gift,  to  be  such,  (either  intemaily,  or  by  express  provi- 
sion,) as  will  not  extend  beyond  the  period  of  the  minority 
of  that  person,  if  possibly  or  actually  unborn,  has  no  appli- 
cability whatever  to  a  case,  where,  from  the  nature  of  the 
description,  it  must  necessarily  be  represented  at  the  deter- 
mination of  a  life  in  being.  Such  is  the  contingency  involved 
in  a  gift  to  the  individual  who  shall  be  the  second  son  of  a 
person  in  fsse  at  the  time  of  his  decease :  the  person  even- 
tually filling  that  character  may  be  a  son  unborn  at  the 
creation  of  the  gift ;  but,  at  whatever  age  that  individual  is 
ascertained,  by  the  death  of  the  parent,  a  life  in  being  con- 
stitutes the  extreme  period  of  suspension.  A  limitation  of 
this  kind  occurred  in  the  late  case  of  WtUs  v.  fViUs,  1  Dr.  & 
War.  439,  above  observed  upon  in  reference  to  another 
feature  of  the  dispositive  scheme. 
P.  488. — At  the  end  of  ihefa»t  paragraph,  add  a  note  (^) ; 

.     enter  it  thus  :-— 

(gg)  Sed  vide  1  Jarm.  Pow.  Dev.  406,  n. 
P.  498.—^/  the  end  of  note  (m),  add  :-* 

And  see  also  remarks  of  Sir  W.  Grant,  M.  B.,  2  Mer.  891. 
P.  510. — At  the  end  of  the  paragraph,  add:^^ 

The  Real  Property  Commissioners  (8  Hep.  41, 42,)  put  the 
of  an  executory  estate  being  limited  to  take  eflEeet,  either  in 
ease  A.  shall  die  in  the  lifetime  of  B«,  or  in  case  there  shall  be 
an  indefinite  failure  of  issue  of  C,  and  consider,  that  such  an 
estate  will  be  wholly  void,  because  the  Rule  reqmres,  thai  it 
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^lould  be  ahiolutelg  entam,  that  the  estate  shoM  vest  wUhia 
the  proper  period.  Now»  altboagh  this*  it  will  be  obterred, 
is  not  strictly  an  instanoe  of  a  limitation  with  a  doable  aspect 
or  on  alternatiTe  contingencies,  it  seems  bi^lj  questionable, 
whether  the  limitation  supposed  is  not  of  a  very  simflar  dha- 
laqter,  and  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  operate  upon  the  same 
principle*  The  rulct  it  is  oonceiTedy  is  not,  that  it  must  be 
absolutely  certain,  that  the  estate  will  YOst  within  the  ^per 
period,  but,  that,  ^U  take  efeei  at  aU,  the  eyent  on  which  it 
is  limited  to  arise,  must  be  such  as  will  necessarily  happen 
within  the  prescribed  limits.  Setting  aside  the  remote  con- 
tingency in  the  case  supposed,  (and  the  r^ection  of  the 
remote  branch  of  the  altematiTe,  is  always  implied  in  every 
instance  of  a  limitation  with  adonble  aspect,)  this  is  the  cha- 
racter of  the  gift  in  case  A.  shall  die  in  the  lifetime  ot  B. ; 
and  it  should  seem,  therefore,  that  such  a  gift  is  open  to  no 
just  exception. 

P.  581. — At  the  efut  of  the  paragraph^  eoneluding  with  "entoil," 
add  a  note  {gg) ;  and  enter  U  thus : — 
(gg)  See  Phipps  y.  KelgnfCf  2  Yes.  &  B.  57,  n ;  Powell's  F^  Ex. 
Dey.  84,  n. 

P.  597.— ^<  ihe  endf  add  thefottoieing  paragraph  ;— 
It  is  to  be  obserred,  that  a  trust  for  accumulation  will  not  be 
▼oid,  as  extending  to  an  indefinite  period,  when  there  will 
certainly  be  a  right  in  some  person  interested  in  the  aeeumu- 
lations,  or  in  the  property  to  be  obtained  by  them,  to  put  an 
end  to  the  former,  and  claim  an  absolute  transfer  of  the  fdnd 
or  property,  within  the  legal  period.   See  Phipps  v.  Kdynge^ 
2  Yes.  &  B.  57,  n. ;  and  observations  of  Sir  W.  Qraidp  M.R., 
upon  that  case,  2  Yes.  8e  B.  62,  68.    See  also  Lord  ZVe^on* 
well  T.  Sydenham,  3  Dow.,  104 ;  mfrot  689,  640. 
P.  664. — At  the  end  of  the  firet  paragraph^  add  a  note  (kk) ;  and 
enter  it  thus  :— 
(^kk)  See,  as  authorities,  St.  George  y.  St.  Oeorge^  Print.  Ca. 
Dom.  Prpc.  1767,  ca.  26 ;  NiehoOs  v.  Shejfield,  2  Bro.  C.  C< 
215 ;  Heneage  t.  Heneage,  4  T.  R.  18 ;  Butl.  n.  to  Co.  Litt 
271  b,  n.  1,  8.  iu.  2 ;  F.  C.  lU  568 ;  Oilb.  Us.  &  Tr.  157, 
158 ;  1  Sand.  Us.  &  Tr.  194 ;  1  Jarm«  Pow.  Dev.  408 ;  Cm. 
Dig.  tit.  xxxii.,  c.  26,  s.  18. 
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Extract  from  the  Third  Report  qf  the  Commissioners  appokUed  to 
inquire  into  the  Law  of  England  respecting  Real  Property ,  presented 
to  King  WiUUm  the  Fonrth,  in  May,  1832. 

All  future  interests,  not  being  remainders,  are  restrained  in 
their  limits  by  the  rules  of  law  relating  to  Perpetuities ;  and 
upon  these  it  will  be  necessary  to  offer  some  remarks,  pointing 
out  their  origin,  and  recommending  some  modification  as  to  their 
boundaries. 

The  ancient  Common  law  did  not  restrain  the  creation  of  future  ^o  period  of 

interests  to  a  given  period.   The  time  allowed  for  re-entries  under  Perpetuity  wag 

'^  known  at  the 

conditions  broken,  and  for  grants  of  rent-charges,  or  other  incor-  Common  law. 

poreal  hereditaments,  commencing  in  fiUuro,  and  for  creating  the 

interesse  termini^  was  indefinite,  however  Courts  of  Justice  may  at 

present  be  disposed  to  consider  them  within  that  policy  of  the  law 

which  restrains  perpetuities.     Sir  Edward  Coke  expressly  says, 

*'  If  I  enfeoff  another  of  an  acre  of  ground,  upon  condition  that  if 

mine  heir  shall  pay  the  feoffee,  &c.,  twenty  shillings,  he  and  his 

heirs  shall  enter,  this  condition  is  good."  We  know  of  no  bounds 

orig^inally  fixed  by  the  Common  law  within  which  interests  of  these 

kinds  were  restrained  ;  and  it  is  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  at  the 

G^ommon  law,  properly  so  called,  there  was  any  rule  agains^>erpe- 

tuities.      The  rule  of  construction  said  to  have  been  adopted,  that  The  mle  that  a 

I  remainder  is  not  valid  if  it  be  to  take  effect  upon  a  possibility  ]^]"'^7|^ 

yrounded  upon  a  possibility,  or  upon  a  double  possibility,  had  no  Ihnited  on  a 

eference  to  the  laws  against  perpetuities.     Lord  Coke  observes,  ^{{iJ^y  i|£|^^ 

<  A  possibility  which  shall  make  a  remainder  good  ought  to  be  a  reference  to 

omiDon  possibility,  and  potentia  propinqua,  as  death,  or  death  P^H^^^^J* 

vithout  Issue,  or  coverture,  or  the  like.  If  a  lease  be  made  for  life,  2  Co.  51. 

rith  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  J.  S.,  this  is  good,  for  by  common 
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possibility,  J.  S.  may  die  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life  ; 
but  if  at  the  time  of  the  limitation  there  is  no  such  person  as  J.  S.. 
but  during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life  J.  S.  is  bom  and  dies,  his 
heir  shall  never  take."  This  amounts  to  a  double  possibility ;  first, 
that  such  a  person  as  J.  S.  shall  be  bom,  which  is  very  uncertain ; 
and,  secondly,  that  he  shall  die  during  the  particular-estate,  which 
is  another  uncertainty  grafted  upon  the  former.  Now  this  has 
nothing  restrictive  of  alienation  in  it,  since  both  the  common  and 
double  possibility  must  have  taken  effect,  if  at  all,  upon  the  deter- 
mination of  the  particular-estate. 

Indeed  the  existence  of  the  rule  itself  may  be  considered  as  ex- 
tremely donbtful.  Lord  Chancellor  JVo^^tn^Affin  observed,  -*'Tbat 
there  may  be  a  possibility  upon  a  possibHity,  and  that  there  may 
be  a  contingency  upon  a  contingency,  is  neither  unnatural  nor 
absurd  in  itself;  but  the  contrary  rule,  given  as  a  reason  by  my 
Lord  Popham  in  the  Rector  of  ChedimgtmCn  case,  looks  like  a 
reason  of  art,  but  in  troth  there  is  no  kind  of  reason  in  it,  and  I 
have  known  that  rale  often  denied  ia  Westminster  Hall." 

Modern  determinadons  have  established  his  ]<nrdship's  opinion ; 
but  we  think  it  advisable  that  the  law  should  be  relieved  by  a 
legblative  declaration  from  that  doubt  to  which  it  must  be  con- 
sidered exposed,  from  the  conflicting  doctrines  of  sueh  high 
authorities. 

At  an  early  period  (18  Edw.  1,)  an  Act,  commonly  called  tiie 
Statute  De  doms  eoMH<maUbu9f  created  a  direct  perpetuity,  by 
enabling  parties  to  establish  a  perpetual  and  unalienable  entul ; 
and  this  continued  until  the  ingentuty  and  good  sense  of  judges, 
wi^out  the  aid  of  the  legislature,  and  in  opposition  to  a  positive 
Act  of  Parliament,  enabled  tenants  in  tail  to  unfetter  their  estates, 
in  favor  of  the  free  circulation  of  property.  The  invention  txt  i^ 
plication  of  recoveries  having  enabled  persons  to  defeat  the  pro* 
visions  of  the  Statute  De  donU  eondiUonaUbmef  and  the  evils  atten- 
ding on  perpetual  entails  having  been  experienced,  the  judges 
became  jealous  of  allowing  any  limitation  tending  to  a  perpetaity. 
The  present  laws  against  perpetuities  seem  to  have  originated  sab- 
sequently  to  the  allowance  of  recoveries,  in  ordor  to  provide 
against  attempts  by  covenants,  or  provisions  in  settlements,  to  re- 
strain tenants  in  tail  from  suffering  recoveries,  or  levying  fines. 
Sir  Francis  Bacon  observes,  **  There  is  started  up  a  device  caDed 
perpetuity ;  which  is  entail,  with  a  proviso  conditional  tied  to  his 
estate  not  to  put  away  the  land  from  his  next  heir,  and  if  he  do^ 
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to  forfeit  Ids  own  estate.  Which  perpetuities,  if  they  should  stand, 

would  bring  in  all  the  fonner  inconveniences  subject  to  entails, 

and  kt  greater."    It  is  sufficient  to  say,  in  the  language  of  Sir 

Francis  Bacon,  that  these  perpetuities  ''  did  not  stand ;"  and  fiom 

this  period,  upon  an  authority  of  such  weight,  we  may  date  the 

first  attempt  to  create  perpetuities.     Since  that  period  there  has 

been  a  continual  struggle  between  ingenious  lawyers  on  the  one 

hand,  to  lengthen  the  periods  of  perpetuity,  and  Courts  of  Justice 

on  the  other,  to  restrain  them  within  proper  limits.     It  will  not  Hittory  of 

be  improper  to  trace  shortly  the  history  of  modem  perpetuities.      tempts  to 

The  most  obvious  mode  seems  to  have  been  that  of  creating  in  create  perpe- 
wills  direct  limitations,  within  which  the  inheritance  was  attempted 
to  be  prevented  firom  vesting  in  any  person,  as  a  devise  to  one  for  I.  By  making 
life,  and  afterwards  to  every  one  who  should  be  his  heir  for  life ;  ^^^^^!^ 
so  a  devise  to  J.  S.  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  he  should  so  long  live,  life,  or  yean 
with  remainder  to  the  first,  second,  third,  and  fourth  sons  of  J.  S.,  ^^^^^^ 
and  the  issue  male  of  their  bodies,  for  the  like  term  of  ninety-nine 
years,  if  they  should  respectively  so  long  live,  as  they  should  be 
in  seniority  of  birth.  In  the  first  of  these  cases,  the  Court  adjudged 
an  estate  in  possession  to  the  first  devisee  for  life,  with  remainder 
to  the  next  heir  for  life,  but  no  estate  to  any  other  heir ;  and  in  the 
second,  the  devises  to  J.  S.,  and  his  first  unborn  child  were  held 
good,  but  every  other  devise  was  considered  void. 

In  these  cases  the  ulterior  limitations  were  considered  inopera-  In  these  caies 

tive ;  but  in  other  cases  Courts  of  Justice  have,  in  aid  of  the  in-  ^j^^^^ 

tention,  supported  limitations  of  a  similar  nature,  not  as  estates  for  were  held 

life,  but  as  estates-tail  to  the  unborn  sons  under  a  doctrine  called  I^ilL!!L^^" 

a  perpetaitT 

fy-pr^s.  Thus,  where  there  was  a  devise  to  trustees  in  trust  to  was  avoided  by 
convey  to  A.  for  life,  and  after  his  decease  to  his  first  son  for  life,  ^^^^^^^* 
and  so  to  the  first  son  of  such  first  son  for  life,  &c. ;  and  if  no  issue 
male  of  the  first  son,  then  to  the  second*  son  of  A.  for  life,  and  to 
bis  first  son,  &c.,  with  many  remainders-over  to  persons  for  their 
lives  successively,  Lord  Cowper  held  this  to  be  a  perpetuity ;  but 
that  the  conveyance  was  to  be  made  by  the  trustees  as  near  the 
intent  as  the  rules  of  law  would  permit ;  that  is,  by  making  all  the 
persons  in  being  tenants  for  life,  and  limiting  estates-tail  to  the 
unborn  sons.  This,  it  will  be  observed,  was  the  case  of  an 
executory  trust,  in  the  execution  of  which  the  Court  of  Chancery 
assumes  considerable  latitude  of  constmctioih  in  order  to  assist  the 
intention  ;  but  there  are  instances  in  which  the  rule  has  been 
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adopted  in  the  case  of  legal  devices.  The  doctrine  of  (y-freSf 
however,  has  not  been  extended  to  limitations  in  a  deed. 

By  construing  limitations  to  unborn  sons  (where  there  are 
words  to  authorize  it,  as  in  default  of  issue  male,  &e.,)  to  be  estates 
in  tail  in  such  sons,  a  perpetuity  was  avoided ;  for  the  first  tenant 
in  tail  in  possession  might,  by  means  of  a  common  recovery,  ae* 
quire  the  fee-simple  by  destroying  the  estate -tail,  and  all  remain- 
ders expectant  on  it 

Another  contrivance  was  resorted  to,  for  establishing  life-estates 
to  unborn  descendants  in  succession,  by  the  aid  of  powers  of  revo- 
cation. An  estate  was  devised  to  A.  B.,  during  his  life,  with 
remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail ;  bat  with 
a  direction  to  trustees,  upon  the  birth  of  every  son,  tenant  in  tailt 
to  revoke  the  estate-tail  limited  to  the  son,  and  to  reduce  it  to  a 
tenancy  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  sncces- 
sively  in  tail ;  and  thus  by  creating  a  succession  of  estates  for  life, 
by  way  of  substitution  for  the  original  estates-tail,  to  create  a 
direct  perpetuity.     This  contrivance,  however,  also  fjuled  of  eflBect. 

Various  expedients  were  thus  from  time  to  time  resorted  to,  in 
order  to  perpetuate  the  possession  of  estates  in  families  ;  but  such 
expedients  were  invariably  disappointed,  from  the  determination  of 
the  Courts  to  defeat  all  contrivances  tending  to  effect  an  object 
which  they  considered  it  so  impolitic  to  allow  to  be  effected. 

The  ingenuity,  however,  of  later  times,  at  length  invented  a 
system  which  enabled  the  possessors  of  property  to  tie  it  up  for  a 
more  considerable  period  than  the  law  had  hitherto  allowed  ;  and 
this  was  accomplished  by  constructing,  out  of  the  Statute  of  Uses 
and  Wills,  in  connexion  with  the  doctrine  of  trusts,  that  species  of 
estates  already  alluded  to,  called  (according  to  the  mode  of  their 
creation,)  Springing  or  Shifting  Uses,  Executory  Devises,  or 
Executory  Trusts.  It  is  vrith  reference  to  these  estates  that  the 
modem  doctrine,  limiting  the  extent  of  perpetuities,  has  arisen ; 
and  it  is  owing  to  this  circumstance  that  it  has  been  so  little  dis- 
cussed with  reference  to  estates  and  interests  arising  by  other  mea&s. 
If,  for  instance,  an  estate  were  devised,  or  a  use  limited  to  a  man 
and  his  heirs  for  ever,  which  would  confer  on  him  a  fee-simple,  and 
upon  which  a  remainder  could  not  have  been  limited  at  the 
Common  law,  but  if  he  should  die,  leaving  J.  S.,  then  to  J.  S.,  this 
was  an  executory  devise,  or.  as  the  case  might  be,  a  springmg 
use,  which,  taking  effect  within  the  compass  of  a  life,  was  held  good. 
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It  is  useless  to  mention,  in  detail,  tiie  rarious  cases  wliidi  have 
been  determined  on  this  subject.     But  we  consider  it  proper  to 
state  the  leading  case,  (the  Duke  of  Norfolk's,  1681,)  which  was 
in  substance  thus  :  Henry  Frederick,  Earl  of  Arundel,  had  isaue» 
Thomas  (his  eldest  son),  Henry,  Charles,  Edward,  Francis,  and 
Bernard,  and  a  daughter  Katherine ;  Thomas,  the  eldest  son,  was 
nott  compos  mentis.    By  indenture,  dated  the  4th  day  of  March, 
1647,  and  made  between  the  Earl  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Duke 
of  Richmond  and  others  of  the  other  part,  the  Baronies  of  G.  and 
B.  were  conveyed  to  the  use  of  the  Earl  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
trustees  for  200  years,  with  remainder  to  Henry,  the  second  son, 
and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  with   remainder    to   Charles 
in  tail-male,  with  remainder  to  Edward  in  tail-male,  with  remain- 
der in  like  manner  to  the  other  sons,  with  remainder  to  the  right 
heirs  of  the  Earl.     By  another  deed  the  trusts  of  the  term  of  200 
years  were  declared  to  be  to  attend  the  inheritance ;  the  profits 
to  be  received  by  Henry,  the  second  son,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
body  ;  and  in  default  of  such  issue  by  such  other  persons  as,  ac- 
cording to  the  limitation  of  uses,  would  have  been  entitled  to  them 
in  case  no  such  term  had  been  created,  so  long  as  Thomas,  (the 
eldest  son,)  or  any  issue  male  of  his  body  riiould  live  ;  but  in  ease 
Thomas  should  die  without  issue  male,  in  the  lifetime  of  Henry,  or 
if  afler  his  death  the  dignity  of  Earl  of  Arundel  should  descend 
upon   Henry,  then   Henry  or  his  issue  should  have  no  further 
benefit  of  the  term  of  200  years,  but  the  benefit  of  it  should  accrue 
to  Charles  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  with  like  limitations- 
over  to  the  rest  in  succession. 

Thomas,  the  eldest  son,  died  without  issue  male,  and  the 
Earldom  of  Arundel  and  Dukedom  of  Norfolk  descended  upon 
Henry, 

A  question  arose,  whether  the  trust  of  the  term  for  Charles,  &e., 
was  valid  afler  the  trust  for  Henry  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
body  ?  It  must  be  observed,  that  the  trust  for  Henry  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body,  if  it  had  rested  there,  would  have  vested 
the  wbole  beneficial  interest  in  him,  subject  to  the  previous  trust, 
that  the  term  should  attend  the  inheritance ;  and,  therefore,  the 
real  point  was,  whether  the  executory  trust,  to  take  effect  upon 
the  event  of  Thomas  dying  without  issue  male,  during  Henry's 
life,  could  be  supported  in  equity. 

The  Lords  Chief  Justices,  Pemberton  and  North,  and  the  Chief 
Baron   Montague^  unanimously  considered  the  trust  for  Charles, 
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in  the  event  of  the  death  of  Thomas  without  issue  nude  in  the 
lifetime  of  Henry,  Toid ;  bat  the  Lord  Chancellor  NcUmgham^  in 
a  distinguished  aigumenti  decided  it  to  be  good,  which  decree 
was  afterwards  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords.  The  ground  of 
this  decision  was,  that  the  trust  for  Charles  was  to  take  effect 
during  Henry's  life,  and,  therefore,  not  against  the  rule  of  per- 
petuity. 

It  was  argued  in  this  case,  that  all  the  trusts  subsequently  to 
the  trusts  for  Charles  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body  were  void, 
as  directly  tending  to  a  perpetuity. 

As  the  Court  of  Chancery  thus  allowed  a  limitation  defeating  a 
prior  estate,  upon  an  event  happening  during  one  life  in  bdng  at 
the  time  the  limitation  was  created,  it  seemed  to  follow  that  the 
principle  of  the  decision  would  extend  to  any  number  of  lives  then 
living;  for  whatever  might  have  been  the  number,  the  trust  or 
limitation  was  still  in  fact  confined  to  one  life,  that  is  to  say,  the 
li&  of  the  survivor.  Subsequently,  Courts  of  Justice  prolonged 
the  period  during  which  property  might  be  rendered  inalienable 
beyond  a  life  or  lives  in  being  to  the  extent  of  the  minority  of  aa 
in&nt  person,  allowing  also  the  period  of  gestation  for  the  birth  of 
such  infant  person ;  and  this  was  done  in  analogy  to  the  case  of 
settlements;  for  if  a  settlement  had  been  made  to  the  use  of  A. 
for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  successively  in 
tail,  with  remainders-over,  the  first  tenant  in  tail  could  not  be 
deprived  of  the  possession  beyond  a  life  in  being,  although  in  con- 
sequence of  his  minority  he  might  have  been  deprived  of  the 
actual  power  of  alienation  until  twenty-one  years  after. 

In  a  late  case  the  question  was  raised,  whether  a  limitation  after 
an  estate  for  life  or  lives  in  being,  and  a  gross  term  of  twenty-one 
years,  was  authorized  by  the  rule  prescribing  the  limits  of  spring- 
ing uses,  and  executory  devises  ;  and,  it  was  contended  that,  by 
analogy  to  settlements,  the  twenty-one  years  must  depend  upon 
the  minority  of  a  person  intended  to  take  under  the  limitations. 

The  decision  in  that  case  has  not  been  considered  to  settle  the 
question.  It  has  been  revived  in  a  case  which  we  shall  presently 
notice. 

The  late  Mr.  Thettusaon'a  will  shows  the  inconvenience  iriiieh 
might  attend  the  allowing  executory  or  springing  limitations  to 
depend  upon  a  great  number  of  lives. 

In  that  case  the  testator  directed  that  his  trustees,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  should  from  time  to  time,  during  the  lives  of  his  sons. 
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Peter  Isaac  Thellnsson,  George  Woodford  Thellusson,  and  Charles 
TheUaseony  and  of  his  grandson*  John  Thellusson,  and  of  such 
other  sons  as  his  son,  Peter  Isaac  Theilnsson,  then  had  or  might 
have,  and  of  such  issue  as  his  said  grandson,  John  Thellusson, 
might  have,  and  of  such  issue  as  any  other  sons  of  his  son,  Petei 
Isaac  Thellusson,  might  have,  and  of  ^ch  sons  as  his  sons,  Oeoige 
Woodford  Thellusson  and  Charles  Thellusson,  might  have,  and  of 
such  issue  as  such  sons  might  have,  ms  thould  be  Uving  ai  the  ime 
of  his  decease^  or  hwm  in  due  time  afterwards,  and  during  the  lives 
of  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  the  several  persons  aforesaid, 
receive  the  rents  of  the  estates  by  the  testator  devised  and 
directed  to  be  purchased ;  and  should  from  time  to  time  invest 
the  monies  arising  from  the  rents  in  such  purchases  as  he  had 
before  directed  to  be  made  with  his  personal  estate,  and,  from  time 
to  time  should  receive  and  invest  the  rents  of  the  said  manors,  &c., 
in  the  manner  thereinbefore  directed  with  respect  to  the  rents  of 
the  estates  by  him  devised,  and  to  be  originally  purchased  as  afore- 
said; and  then  the  testator  directed  that  the  estates  devised  and 
directed  to  be  purchased,  should  be  divided  into  three  lots,  and  that 
the  premises  contained  in  one  of  the  lots  should  be  conveyed  to  the 
eldest  male  lineal  descendant,  then  living,  of  his  son  Peter  Isaac 
Thellusson  in  Uul-male,  with  limitations-over  in  moieties  to  the 
respective  future  male  descendants  of  the  two  younger  sons,  with 
cross-remainders ;  and  then  he  directed  a  settlement  to  be  made 
of  the  two  other  lots,  in  the  like  manner.  These  devises  were 
sustained  by  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  afterwards 
on  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords* 

It  will  be  seen  that,  by  the  above  plan,  the  rents  were  to  be 
accumulated  during  the  lives  of  the  numerous  persons  therein 
mentioned,  who  should  be  living  at  the  testator's  death;  and 
afterwards,  the  estates  were  directed  to  be  settled  in  such  manner, 
that  the  first  tenant  in  taU  could  not  be  ascertained  until  the  death 
of  the  surviving  cestui  que  vie. 

The  testator  died,  entitled  to  a  considerable  real  and  personal 
estate.  Taking  such  real  and  personal  estate  to  amount,  at  the 
testator's  decease,  to  600,000/.,  it  waa  stated  by  Mr.  Hargrave, 
that  the  fund  might,  by  the  means  of  accumulation,  amount,  in  a 
possible  case  of  the  duration  of  lives,  and  twenty-one  years  after- 
vrards,  to  seventeen  or  eighteen  millions  of  money. 

A  case,  so  extravagant,  and  so  contrary  to  policy,  did  not  The  power  of 
escape  the  attention  of  the  Legislature,  which,  by  the  Statute  39  ^^^'^  ^^' 
8c  40  Geo.  3,  c.  08,  restrained  tlie  period  of  accumulation  '*  to  the  restrained  by 
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•ut.  39  &  40  life  or  lives  of  any  grantor  or  grantors,  settlor  or  settlors,  or  the 
'  '  '  *  term  of  twenty-one  years  from  the  death  of  such  grantor,  settlor, 
devisor  or  testator,  or  during  the  minority,  or  respective  minorities^ 
of  any  person  or  persons  who  shall  be  living,  or  in  venire  aa  mere, 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  such  grantor,  &c.,  or  daring  the  mi- 
nority, or  respective  minorities  only,  of  any  person  or  persons 
who,  under  the  uses  or  estates  of  the  deeds,  surrenders,  wills,  or 
other  assurances,  directing  such  accumulation,  would,  for  the  time 
being,  if  of  full  age,  be  entitled  to  the  rents,  &c.,  so  to  be  accu- 
mulated ;"  but  with  an  exception  as  to  provisions  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,  or  raising  portions  for  children,  taking  under  such 
conveyance,  &c.  This  Act  made,  however,  no  alteration  in  the 
period  allowed  for  deferring  the  vesting  of  estates  to  take  effect 
after  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  and  twenty-one  years  afterwards,  but 
merely  confined  the  period  of  accumulation.  It  afforded,  therefore, 
but  a  partial  ren^edy. 
Case  of  Bgm-  In  a  still  later  case,  limitations  of  the  inheritance  were  suspended 
^Ei^idai  during  the  lives  of  twenty-eight  persons,  and  the  survivor  of  them, 

and  a  gross  term  of  twenty  years  ;  and  the  estate  created  for  that 
period  (which  was  held  by  the  Vice  Chancellor  to  be  good  in  law) 
was  then  made  the  subject  of  a  series  of  limitations  which,  taken 
by  themselves,  and  as  limited  out  of  the  fee,  would  have  been 
invalid.  A  limitation,  for  instance,  to  the  son  of  an  unborn  son, 
for  ninety-nine  years,  if  be  should  so  long  live,  was  carved  out  of 
it ;  and  although  this  limitation,  if  considered  by  itself,  would  have 
been  bad,  yet  when  it  caqae  to  be  taken  as  covering  a  portion  only 
of  the  main  period  assigned  for  the  suspension  of  the  estate,  it 
was  held  good ;  for  as  the  whole  period  did  not  exceed  lives  in 
being,  and  twenty  years  afterwards,  there  was  no  perpetuity,  and 
jf  there  was  no  perpetuity  in  the  whole,  there  could  be  none  in  the 
part.  After  the  decease  of  the  surviving  life,  and  the  end  of  the 
term  of  twenty-one  years,  the  estates  were  settled  to  uses  iii  strict 
settlement ;  in  such  manner,  however,  that  the  first  taker  would 
not  be  ascertained  until  that  period  arrived.  The  whole  of  this 
was  effected  by  a  will,  which  in  its  different  clauses  and  piovi- 
sions,  may  be  considered  as  an  ingenious  and  complicated  piece  of 
legal  machinery. 
Conclusion  that  From  the  above  observations  it  will  be  seen,  that  the  Earl  of 
Uw  hlir^n^  Nottingham,  in  the  reign  of  Charies  the  Second,  allowed,  against 
created  by  the    the  opinion  of  three  judges  of  the  Common  law,  an  executory 

md^lTbMn   ^®^^"*  ^  '"***  ^^  ^^®  effect,  and  defeat  prior  existing  estates^ 
extended  after  one  life  in  being.     From  that  time  the  progress  of  these 
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novelties  in  the  law  has  been  slow  ;  but  still,  by  almost  impercep- 
tible degrees,  the  known  limits  have  been  extended  from  one  life 
to  two  or  more  lives,  and  ultimately  to  twenty-eight  lives  and  the 
life  of  the  survivor,  and,  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor,  to  a 
gross  term  of  twenty-one  years ;  and  upon  the  same  principle  the 
period  may  be  extended  to  any  number  of  lives,  for  the  reason 
which  the  judges  have  given  for  sanctioning  the  extension  of  the 
number  of  lives  in  being,  is,  that  the  lives  are  wearing  away  at  the 
same  time,  or,  as  it  has  been  expressed,  "  all  the  candles  are  burn- 
ing at  once*" 

Settlements  of  leasehold  estates  for  lives  do  not  at  first  view  Settlement  of 
appear  to  be  within  the  scope  of  the  rule ;  for  they  do  not  seem  ij^^^jj^  m^ 
to  be  subject  to  the  inconveniences  attending  restricted  alienation,  within  the 
since  the  lease,  ending  with  a  life  or  lives  in  bemg,  the  death  of  the  '*™*  mMcnie . 
surviving  life  is  a  determination  of  the  settlement ;  yet  it  is  mani- 
fest, that  when  the  lease  is  renewable,  either  under  an  express 
covenant,  or  by  custom,  or  where  it  is  in  fact  from  time  to  time 
renewed,  the  expiration  of  the  original  lease  for  lives  is  merely 
nominal.     It  may  substantially  amount  to  a  settlement,  if  not  of 
the  fee-simple,  at  least  of  an  interest,  which   may  exceed  the 
boundary  of  perpetuity. 

Questions  frequently  arise,  whether  powers  operating  as  con-  Powers  the 
tingent  and  springing  uses,  are,  from  the  generality  of  the  words  ^^^ 
creating  the  powers,  within  the  limits  of  the  rule.     It  may  be 
proper  to  state  some  remarks  upon  the  nature  and  extent  of  these 
powers,  for  they  frequently  occur  in  practice,  and,  in  respect  to 
most  of  them,  doubts  are  entertained. 

If  an  estate  were  settled  to  the  use  of  A.  B.  and  his  heirs,  with  1.  Use  to  A. 

a  power  of  sale,  or  revocation,  reserved  to  C.  D.  and  his  heirs,  '"  **•'  1?*^ 

.  ,  #i  A    -o  V  power  of 

without  requiring  the  consent  of  A.  B.,  or  the  person^  for  the  time  revocation  to 

being,  entitled  to  the  beneficial  ownership,  to  the  exercise  of  the  ^'.^^^bis 

power,  this  would  have  a  direct  tendency  to  a  perpetuity,  and 

would,  it  is  conceived,  according  to  the  present  state  of  the  law, 

be  void ;  but  we  ore  not  aware  that  it  has  been  so  expressly 

determined. 

On  the  contrary,  if  an  estate  be  limited  to  the  use  of  A.  B.  and  2.  Use  to.A. 

his  heirs,  with  a  power  reserved  to  C.  D.  and  E.  F.,  and  the  sur-  *°  ^®®»  ^^^ 

vivor  of  them,  and  his  heirs,  to  sell  or  exchange,  with  the  consent  revocation  to 

)f  A.  B.,  or  the  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  owner-  *™«*««»»  ^th 

consent  of  the 
ibip,  there  seems  to  be  no  ground  for  considering  this  objection-  person e^tit]ed. 

ible,  on  account  of  its  tending  to  a  perpetuity ;  for  the  convey- 
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3.  Use  to  A. 
for  life,  with 
rcmundere  in 
strict  settle- 
ment, with 
power  of 
revocation  to 
third  persona 
to  bo  executed 
with  ooDient. 


4.  Use  to  A. 

B.  for  1000 
yetrs, 
remainder  to 

C.  D.  in  fee, 
with  power  to 
C  D.  and  his 
heirs  to  revoke 
the  tenn. 

6.  Use  in  a 
marriage- 
settlement  to 
tmsteesfor 
1000  years 
preccdiitg 
aU  other 
limitations, 
hot  for  a 
purpose  con- 
nected with 
them* 


ance  of  the  estate  by  the  person  entitled  to  the  ownership  would, 
in  effect,  destroy  the  power,  as  he  could  not  afterwards  consent  to 
the  exercise  of  the  power ;  that  is  to  say,  he  oonld  not  defeat  his 
own  act  or  conveyance  by  a  subsequent  exercise  of  his  power. 

Upon  the  same  principle,  if  an  estate  Hmited  to  the  use  of  A. 
B.,  for  life,  with  remainder  (in  the  usual  way  of  settlements) 
to  the  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail,  with 
remainders-over  of  a  similar  nature,  with  the  ultimate  remainder 
to  C.  D.  in  fee-simple,  with  a  power  of  revocation  reserved  to 
some  other  person,  but  not  to  be  exercised  without  the  consent 
of  A.  B.,  or  the  person  entitled  to  the  freehold  or  inheritance, 
this  power  seems  not  to  be  against  the  rule  of  perpetuity,  for  a 
recovery  by  the  first  tenant  in  tail,  in  possession,  or  a  common 
conveyance,  after  the  determination  of  the  preceding  limitations, 
by  the  remainder-man  in  fee,  would  prevent  any  subsequent 
exercise  of  the  power. 

But  if  an  estate  be  limited  to  A.  B.  for  a  term  of  1000  years, 
so  as  to  vest  the  absolute  legal  and  equitable  interest  in  him, 
with  remainder  to  C.  D.  and  his  heirs,  and  with  a  power  reserved 
to  the  same  C.  D.  and  his  heirs,  to  revoke  or  determine  the  term, 
there  is  reason  to  suppose  this  power  would  be  void ;  lor  the 
power  might  be  exercised  after  the  period  fixed  as  the  boundary 
for  perpetuities. 

The  case  seems  to  be  essentially  different,  where  in  the  usual 
way  of  marriage-settlements,  a  term  of  years  preceding  aU  the 
other  limitations  is  limited  to  trustees,  for  a  particular  purpose 
connected  with  the  other  limitations  in  the  settlement,  and  usu- 
ally with  a  provision  for  the  cesser  of  the  term,  when  the  purpose 
for  which  it  was  created  has  been  effected  (as  a  term  either  for 
securing  a  jointure,  or  for  raising  portions  for  younger  chSdren), 
subject  to  a  power  of  sale  and  exchange,  to  be  exercised  only  with 
the  consent  of  the  beneficial  owner,  and  which  power,  if  exercised, 
would,  of  course,  overreach  all  the  preceding  limitations.  This 
power  can  scarcely  be  said  to  have  any  tendency  to  a  perpetuity 
as  defeating  the  preceding  term ;  for,  in  the  former  case,  the 
term  must  determine  with  the  death  of  the  jointress,  and  pay- 
ment of  the  arrears,  if  any,  of  the  jointure,  and  in  the  latter, 
upon  payment  of  the  portions ;  and  if  it  be  alleged,  that  the 
payment  of  the  arrears  of  the  jointure  in  the  one  case,  and  of 
the  portions  in  the  other,  may  protract  the  duration  of  the  tenn 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  restraint  upon  perpetuities,  so  as  to  render 
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it  in  e^t  an  abtolnte  term,  the  proposition  may  be  denied, 
becauae  the  mere  circumstance  that  the  arrears  and  portions  may 
not  be  raised  or  paid  for  a  period  beyond  a  life  or  lives  in  being 
and  twenty-one  years  afterwards^  if  they  were  (as  they  must  be) 
necessarily  raisable  and  payable  within  the  term,  or  immediately 
on  the  expiration  of  it,  does  not  render  the  trust  for  raising  them 
Toid  in  equity ;  and  if  the  trust  be  not  Toid  in  equity,  how  can  the 
cesser  of  the  term  upon  the  same  event  be  deemed  too  remote  at 
law  ?  The  rules  of  law  and  equity,  so  far  as  they  concern  per- 
petuities, do  not,  we  apprehend,  differ. 

From  these  observations,  it  may  be  inferred  that  the  power  in 
the  case  put  is  not  void  ah  initio,  by  reason  of  its  tendency  to 
overreach  a  preceding  term ;  and  if  so,  it  cannot,  as  it  is  con- 
ceived, be  void  by  the  term  afterwards  becoming  absolute  by 
alienation,  as  by  a  sale  for  the  purpose  of  raising  ihe  money 
secured  by  it.     The  exeroise  of  the  power  cannot  afterwards 
defeat  the  term  made  absolute  by  alienation,  but  the  power  may 
nevertheless  be  exercised  in  respect  to  the  other  limitations,  but 
subject  to  the  term ;  as  in  the  case  where  a  tenant  for  life,  whose 
consent  is  necessary  to  the  exeroise  of  a  power,  makes  a  lease, 
there  the  subsequent  exercise  of  the  power  cannot  overreach  the 
lease.      Supposing,  however,  that  the  term  be  in  its  creation 
absolute,  or  without  any  clause  of  cesser,  yet,  considering  that  it 
is  a  mero  security  for  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money,  and  that 
subject  to  that  charge,  and  until  the  term  is  absolutely  aliened 
for  raising  the  money,  the  term  is  consolidated  with  the  other 
limitations  in  the  settlement,  and  attendant  upon  them,  there 
seems  to  be  no  substantial  objection  to  the  power  on  the  ground 
of  perpetuity. 

With  respect  to  springing  and  shifting  uses,  and  executory  Shifting  usm 
devises,  to  take  effect  upon  the  neglect  of  using  or  continuing  a  ^^P^^i^^  ^^ 
particular  name,  and  using  certain  arms,  or  upon  the  accession  of  and  armt. 
mother  estate,  the  rules  limiting  them  within  the  bounds  of 
perpetuity  are  well  known,  and  do  not  call  for  any  particular 
Qotice. 

A  power  of  sale  for  raising  money  for  payment  of  debts  gene-  Power  of  sale 
tilly,  does  not  seem  to  be  within  the  reasons  of  the  rule  against  5^1,2^^*°* 
>erpetnitie8. 

Courts  of  Justice  do  not  hold  trusts,  executory  devises,  or  Executory 
ipringing  uses,  which  tend  to  a  perpetuity,  valid  to  the  extent  of  ^^^J  b«  iar- 
be  rule,  and  void  only  as  to  the  excess,  a  doctrine  which  (as  we  tially  good. 
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1.  Terms  of 
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determinable 
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shall  hereafter  remark  more  fully)  has  been  thought  to  occttion 
much  hardship. 

The  instances  hitherto  adduced  in  illustration  of  the  law  of 
perpetuity,  are  of  interests  springing  out  of  the  Statute  of  Uaes 
and  Wills,  or  deriving  effect  as  executory  trusts ;  but  there  are 
interests,  which,  as  they  have  remained  interests  at  the  Common 
law,  and  uninfluenced  by  the  Statute  of  Uses,  or  by  the  doctrine  of 
trusts  or  devises,  have  never  been  considered  to  be  subject  to  the 
rules  against  perpetuity.  We  think  ic  proper  to  make  some 
observations  on  these  interests,  for  we  apprehend  they  are  clearly 
within  the  policy,  which  the  law  has  adopted  with  respect  to 
perpetuties. 

Ist.  As  to  terms  of  years,  it  has  been  already  observed,  that 
there  was  no  limit  by  the  Common  law  to  their  commencement. 

2nd.  As  to  Common  law  rents,  they  seem  to  be  placed  on  the 
same  footing  as  terms  of  years. 

3rd.  As  to  rights  of  entry  upon  conditions  broken,  they  seem 
not  to  be  confined  within  the  rule.  The  following  case  frequently 
occurs  in  practice,  and  as  far  as  we  know,  has  never  been  deter- 
mined ;  an  estate  is  devised  to  A.  B.,  "  his  heirs  and  assigns,"  on 
condition  that  he  and  they  should  take,  and  continue  to  use  the 
name  and  arms  of  C.  D.  This,  if  anything,  is  strictly  a  condition 
at  the  Common  law,  enabling  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator  (in 
terms  at  least)  at  any  future  time  to  enter,  in  case  A.  R.  his  heirs 
or  assigns  should  refuse  to  take  the  name,  and  use  the  arms  of 
C.  D.,  although  if  there  had  been  a  devise  to  another  in  case  be 
should  refuse  or  neglect  to  take  the  name,  or  use  the  arms,  it 
would  have  been  an  executory  devise.  Sometimes  a  condition  of 
this  kind  has  been  considered  void  on  account  of  the  absurd  con- 
sequences to  which  it  would  lead. 

There  are  other  views  in  which  this  case  has  been  considered, 
independently  of  its  absurdity  or  tendency  to  a  perpetuity.  Some 
have  thought  that  the  will  passed  a  fee-simple,  determinable  upon 
the  non-performance  of  the  condition ;  but  it  was  not  a  deter- 
minable fee  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  expression,  if  (as  is  periiaps 
the  true  state  of  the  law  on  this  subject)  a  determinable  fee  was 
an  estate  before  the  statute  of  quia  emptores,  as  upon  a  grant  to 
A.  B.  and  his  heirs,  so  long  as  J.  S.  and  his  issue  should  live,  in 
which  case  the  donor  retained  in  the  nature  of  a  right  to  an 
escheat,  a  reversionary  interest  which  arose  on  the  death  of  J«  S., 
and  the  failure  of  his  issue.     But  the  statute  of  quia  emptore^  by 
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deatroyiDg  the  tenure  between  the  donor  and  donee,  in  cases 
where  the  fee  was  granted  subsequently  to  the  statute,  put  an 
end  to  any  right  of  reverter  on  such  grants.  Accordingly,  it  is 
said  in  2  And.  138,  to  have  been  held  in  a  case  in  the  Book  of 
Asrixes,  that  if  land  be  granted  to  one  and  his  heirs,  so  long  as 
J.  S.  or  his  heirs  may  enjoy  the  manor  of  D.,  the  words  "  so  long 
as,  &c."  are  utterly  vain  and  idle,  and  do  not  abridge  the  estate. 

Neidier  was  it  a  fee- simple  conditional  at  the  Common  law 
before  the  statute  De  donis,  for  such  an  estate  was  constituted  by 
a  gift  or  a  conveyance  to  a  roan,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body.  This 
was  considered  equivalent  to  a  grant  of  the  fee-simple  upon  which 
no  remainder  could  be  grafted,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  grant 
had  been  to  A.  and  his  heirs,  if  he  had  heirs  of  his  body.  The 
birth  of  issue  was  considered  as  a  performance  of  the  condition, 
which  enabled  the  donee  by  alienation  to  destroy  the  right  of 
reverter.  The  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  land  upon  the  reverter, 
was  not  by  entry  for  a  condition  broken,  but  by  a  formedon  in  the 

reverter. 

The  case  put,  therefore,  was  not  a  determinable  fee,  nor  a  fee- 
simple  conditional  at  the  Common  law ;  it  was  simply  a  condition, 
upon  the  breach  of  which  the  heir  of  the  testator  might  re-enter. 

The  rules  relating  to  conditions  seem  to  be  coeval  with  our 
]aw:s  relating  to  Real  Property ;  and  it  is  a  singular  circumstance, 
that  a  difficulty  should  now  arise  of  defining  the  nature  and  extent 
of  a  condition  of  the  kind  above  •mentioned. 

To  every  exchange  at  the  Common  law,  an  implied  condition  is  Implied  oon- 
annexed,  that  if  either  of  the  parties  exchanging  be  afterwards  re-entry*upon 
evicted  from  the  estate  he  has  taken  in  exchange,  owing  to  a  an  exchange, 
failure  in  the  title  of  the  other  party,  the  party  so  evicted  may 
re-enter  on  the  estate  which  he  originally  gave  in  exchange  for 
the  one  of  which  he  has  been  deprived,  and  no  period  is  fixed 
within  which  the  re-entry  is  to  be  made. 

In  cases  where  shifting  uses  are  adopted  as  a  substitute  for  the 
right  of  entry,  they  appear  to  be  directly  within  the  rule  against 
perpetnities. 

There  are  some  rights  of  entry  under  conditions,  to  which  it  Rights  of 
may  be  safely  concluded  that  the  rule  against  perpetuities  should  ^on^ti"u  ' 
not  be  applied,  as  where  a  perpetual  rent-charge  is  granted,  with  auautgue  (as 
a  power  of  entry  for  satisfying  the  rent  when  in  arrear ;  in  such  J^J,^**""^ 
case  the  right  of  entry  is  necessarily  co-extensive  with  the  rent, 
and  must  follow  it. 


XIV 


APPXMDIX. 


ti.] 


Summary. 


Proposilsfor 
improving  the 
law;  and  first 
as  to  the  limits 
of  the  rule  of 
perpetuity* 


Lives. 


Connderation 
whether  the 
lires  can  be 
restricted  to  a 
giTen  number. 


See  Appendix 
to  First 
Report  on 
Real  Property, 


We  have  thus  taken  a  review  of  those  parts  of  the  existing  law 
relating  to  perpetoitieSi  and  those  subjects  connected  with  it,  as 
to  which  we  consider  legislative  enactment  or  declaration  de- 
sirable. It  will  readily  be  admitted,  that  this  is  a  subject  of  great 
importance,  and  great  difficulty.  We  think  it  wOl  not  be  denied, 
that  the  restrictions  imposed  by  this  doctrine  of  the  Courts  are 
both  beneficial  and  reasonable  in  their  general  extent.  There 
being,  therefore*  no  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  condnning  this 
branch  of  the  Law  of  Real  Property,  we  have  considered  whether 
any  alteration  can  be  usefully  made  in  the  details  of  the  law 
itself,  and  especially  whether  it  is  expedient  to  retain,  in  all  cases, 
that  part  of  the  rule  which  determines,  that  estates  or  interests 
created  so  as  not  necessarily  to  vest  within  the  period  allowed, 
shall  be  altogether  void,  or  whether  in  certain  instances,  such 
estates  or  interests,  although  not  necessarily  to  vest  within  the 
period,  may  be  supported,  if  they  shall  in  fiict  vest  within  some 
limited  period. 

We  have  seen  that  the  period  of  perpetuity,  as  the  law  now 
stands,  embraces  a  life  or  lives  in  being,  and  some  limited  period 
of  time  beyond  the  duration  of  such  lives. 

I.  As  to  the  lives.  We  have  fully  considered  what  restrictions 
(if  any)  can  be  imposed  as  to  the  number  or  quality  of  the  lives 
to  be  taken.  There  can  be  little  doubt  that  in  some  of  the  cases 
we  have  adverted  to,  the  number  of  lives  has  been  arbitrarily 
adopted,  with  the  view  to  lengthen  the  period  of  strict  settle- 
ments; and  this  may  be  expected  to  be  repeated  as  long  as 
the  law  allows  the  assumption  of  an  unlimited  number  of  Hves. 
Although  it  may  be  true,  that  a  term  for  the  lives  of  any  nnmber 
of  persons  is  only  a  term  for  the  one  life  of  the  survivor  of  them ; 
yet,  practically,  the  greater  the  number  of  the  lives,  the  longer 
will  be  the  duration  of  time.  If  it  were  desired  to  assume  tlie  life 
of  a  person  who  should  live  to  the  age  of  one-hundred,  there  would 
be  a  greater  chance  of  finding  such  a  person  amongst  twenty- 
eight  lives  (the  number  taken  in  Bengaugh  v.  Bdndge)  than 
amongst  three.  We  have,  therefore,  paid  anxious  attention  to  a 
suggestion  made  from  several  quarters,  that  the  number  of  lives  to 
be  taken  in  any  case  should  be  restricted  to  three,  or  some  other 
small  number,  but  we  have  found  insuperable  difficulties  in  the 
way  of  such  a  regulation.  There  is  no  observation  more  import- 
ant to  be  borne  in  mind,  than  that  parties  dealing  with  their  pro- 
perty should  be  allowed  the  utmost  latitude  which  is  not  forbidden 
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by  public  policy.     That  rule,  as  applied  to  the  present  subject, 
would  moke  it  proper  to  allow  the  use  of  all  such  lives  (to  what* 
ever  number  they  might  extend)  as  might  be  in  any  manner  con- 
nected with  the  objects  of  the  settlement,  or  the  dropping  of 
which  might  furnish  the  motives  lor  any  of  its  limitations.     For 
instanccy  in  settlements  of  large  properties,  subject  to  leases  for 
lires,  or  to  jointures,  or  estates  by  the  curtesy,  some  of  the  limita- 
tions are  often  dependent  on  the  dropping  of  the  existing  leases  or 
incumbrancieB ;  in  other  cases,  estates  are  intended  to  shift  from 
one  psrty  to  another  on  the  dropiang  of  the  lives  of  third  persons. 
Tn  such  cases,  and  many  others  that  might  be  put,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  fix  upon  any  number  of  lives  which  should  be  suffi- 
ciently large  to  admit  of  every  limitation  being  effectuated,  to 
which  it  would  in  some  instances  be  desirable  to  give  effect,  and 
which  number  (if  adopted  as  a  general  rule)  would  not  be  too 
large  to  operate  as  any  useful  restriction :  such  a  regulation  would 
be  also  open  to  the  objection  of  being  arbitrary. 

We  next  tnmed  our  attention,  to  another  criterion  for  restrict-  2.  Whether 
ing  the  number  of  lives ;  and  considered  a  proposal,  also  sng-  berestrained  to 
gested  by  persons  whose  opinions  are  entitled  to  weight,  for  limit-  HTes  of  parties 
ing  the  lives  to  be  allowed  to  those  of  paeons  taking  interests  in  inte^Mt8. 
the  settled  property.     But  here  we  were  met  by  fresh  difficulties ;  Se«  Appendix 
for  instance,  that  of  determining  what  sort  of  interest  it  should  be  n^^]||[f 
to  admit  of  the  lifis  of  the  interested  party  being  considered  within 
the  rule*     It  would  be  difficult  to  exclude  any  interest  on  the 
ground  of  its  minuteness ;  and  yet  if  there  were  no  such  limit,  it 
would  be  easy  to  evade  the  law  by  creating  unsubstantial  inte- 
resta.     The  conclusion  to  which  we  had  come  on  the  subject  of 
contingent  remainders,  increased  this  difficulty,  for,  when  we 
determiiied  that  contingent  remainders  ought  not  to  fidl  by  the 
destruction  of  the  estates  which  supported  them,  but  should  be 
preserved,  after  the  manner  of  executory  limitations,  until  their 
vesting,  it  became  necessary  to  provide  that  the  law  against  per- 
petuities  should  not    be  thereby  infringed,  and  then  immedi- 
ately arose  the  difficulty  of  determining,  how  the  lives  of  persons 
taking  estates  prior  to  the  contingent  remainders  could  be  brought 
within  any  practicable  definition  of  the  lives  of  parties  interested. 
Again,  the  lives  on  which  shifting  limitations  are  to  take  effect, 
are  frequently  the  lives  of  persons  quite  unconnected  with  the 
settled  property.     To  meet  such  cases,  therefore,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  admit  of  some  unconnected  lives ;  and  that  brought 
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back  the  difRcuUy  of  determining,  to  what  number  of  such  lives 
the  indulgence  should  be  extended. 

Two  modes  have,  however,  occurred  to  us  in  which  this  rule  of 
law  may  be  conveniently  and  beneficially  restricted  as  regards  the 
lives.  It  may  be  declared,  first,  that  the  lives  shall  not  be 
arbitrarily  taken  for  the  purpose  of  postponing  the  vesting  of  a 
future  estate  or  interest ;  and,  secondly,  that  lives  shaU  not  be 
made  use  of  for  the  purpose  of  founding  a  term  or  period,  within 
which  to  create  future  estates  or  interests,  which  (if  limited  to 
take  effect  out  of  an  estate  of  inheritance)  would  be  void  as 
infringements  of  the  rule  against  perpetuities. 

The  former  of  these  regulations  is  calculated  to  prevent  the 
recurrence  of  such  cases  as  that  upon  Mr.  TAeifosson's  will,  and 
one  of  those  abuses  which  occurred  in  the  case  of  Bengough  v. 
Edridge,  Such  a  regulation  would  at  all  events  dispose  of  eases 
in  which  the  lives  of  the  members  of  the  Mouses  of  Parliament,  or 
of  the  boys  of  a  public  school,  or  any  other  fimciful  class  of  lives 
might  be  assumed  (an  expedient  which  has  sometimes  been  sug- 
gested as  practicable  within  the  present  limits  of  the  rule).  This 
will  also  go  far  to  effect  the  object  desired  by  those  who  wish  to 
limit  the  allowance  to  lives  of  parties  interested ;  for  whatever 
difficulty  there  may  be  in  deciding  who  are  parties  sufiiciently 
interested,  there  can  be  none  in  deciding  what  persons  are  entirely 
uninterested.  However,  as  Courts  of  Justice  might  find  it  diflknlt 
in  some  cases  to  decide  whether  the  lives  were  arbitrarily  taken 
for  the  purpose  of  postponing  the  vesting  of  an  estate,  we  think  it 
ought  to  be  declared,  that  all  lives  shall  be  deemed  to  be  arbi* 
trarily  taken,  unless  the  contrary  shall  appear  in  the  instrument. 
As  to  all  parties  interested,  and  all  those  whose  life  or  death  may 
furnish  the  motive  for  a  limitation,  it  will  necessarily  appear  that 
they  are  not  arbitrarily  taken.  In  all  other  cases,  it  is  fit  that  the 
motive  and  object  (if  any  exists)  should  be  made  apparent. 

The  second  regulation  would  prevent  the  recurrence  of  the 
other  abuse  which  occurred  in  Bengough  v.  Edridge^  and  will 
also  have  the  effect  of  ascertaining  the  application  of  the  rule  to 
settlements  of  property  held  on  leases  for  lives.  Such  leases  being 
ordinarily  renewable,  settlements  of  them  are  in  truth  not  aettle- 
ments  of  a  limited  interest;  but  in  all  eases,  the  Hves  exbting 
in  the  lease,  may,  in  some  sense,  be  considered  as  arbitrarily 
taken  to  furnish  a  period,  during  which  the  rule  of  law  may  be 
substantially,  although  it  is  not  formally  transgressed. 
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The  intent  tif  this  rule  of  law  k  to  prevent  the  leitlement  of  Tho  intent  of 
property  under  the  doctrine  of  executory  devise  or  ihifting  use,  to  j^it  aettlemenu 
a  greater  extent  than  it  is  practicable  to  carry  it  under  the  Common  ^  examtory 
law  doctrine  of  particular-estates  and  remainders,  combined  with  the  o^  the  nme 
operation  of  the  statute  de  donw,  in  creatmg  estates^'tail )  but  that  footing  as  set- 
again  repressed  and  confined  by  the  use  of  common  recoveries.  entaiL 
The  efiectof  the  rule  is  to  create  an  analogy  between  the  two  sub^ 
jects.  But  the  system  which  has  grown  up  with  respect  to  entails 
has  reference  to  the  lives  and  minorities  only  of  those  who  may 
be  objects  of  the  entaUor  settlement,  and|  therefore,  it  is  only  with 
reference  to  such  lives  that  the  analogy  can  exist ;  and  it  is  plainly 
a  misapplication  of  it  to  extend  it  to  lives  no  otherwise  connected 
with  the  settlement  than  as  they  happen  to  circumscribe  the  estate 
or  interest  which  forms  the  subject  of  it 

2«  As  to  the  period  of  perpetuity,  exclusive  of  lives.  There  can  2.  As  to  the 
be  no  doubt  that  this  period  was  at  first  adopted  (as  well  in  ^^^^^^  of 
cases  wbere  the  suspense  was  to  embrace  a  life  or  lives  also,  as  in  livei. 
those  in  which  it  was  not),  in  order  to  allow  for  a  minority  ;  and 
that,  being  afterwards  extended  to  meet  the  case  of  a  posthumous 
child,  it  came  to  embrace  the  period  of  gestation,  as  well  as  that  of 
infancy.    The  period,  however,  was  ordinarily  spoken  of  as  a  term 
of  twenty- one  years;  and  no  practical  inconvenience  could  be 
pointed  out  as  resulting  from  the  aUowance  of  an  absolute  term. 
In  cases  where  no  lives  occurred,  (for  instance,  the  case  of  a  devise 
to  take  effect  three  years  or  ten  years  after  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor,) it  was  early  considered  that  the  limitation  would  be  good  if 
the  period  of  suspense  did  not  exceed  twenty-one  years,  which 
period  must,  in  such  cases,  have  been  selected  by  analogy  to  the 
period  of  minority.    The  circumstance  of  its  being  so  selected  in 
these  cases  has  appeared  to  us  to  furnish  a  strong  argument  in 
favor  of  admitting  a  gross  term,  in  cases  where  it  is  to  be  taken  in 
addition  to  a  life  or  lives. 

It  has  been  proposed  to  make  the  period  in  all  cases  twenty-two 
years,  and  to  exclude  times  of  infiincy  and  gestation.  This  pro- 
posal has  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  obviating  doubts  respect- 
ing the  period  of  gestation ;  but  very  few  of  the  cases  in  which 
such  doubts  occur  have  any  reference  to  the  period  of  perpetuity, 
and  as  the  adoption  of  this  proposal  would,  though  in  a  small 
ilegree,  enlarge  the  period  of  perpetuity  (which  we  think  it  not  de- 
sirable to  do),  we  have  thought  it  best  to  leave  the  limits  of  the  rule 
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where  we  understand  them  to  be  now  pkoed,  as  fiur  at  the  law  has 
yet  been  settled. 

We,  therefore,  propose  that  it  should  be  declared,  that  the  period 
during  which  the  vesting  of  a  future  estate  or  interest,  may  be  sus- 
pended, must  not  exceed  the  life  of  a  person*  or  of  the  smrivor  of 
several  persons  bom,  or  en  venire  Ma  meref  at  the  time  of  the 
creation  of  such  future  estate  or  interest,  and  ascertained  for  that 
purpose,  by  the  instrument  creating  the  same,  and  twenty-one 
years  to  be  computed  from  the  dropping  of  such  life,  or  the  mino- 
rity of  some  person  en  venire  ea  m^e  at  the  dropping  of  such  life, 
and  ascertained  for  that  purpose  by  such  instrument. 

To  this  we  propose  to  add  other  declarations,  to  the  effect,  first. 
That  in  the  construction  of  the  rule,  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  testator  shall  be  deemed  the  time  of  tiie  creation  of  an  estate 
or  interest  created  by  a  will,  and  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
instrument  creating  the  power  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  time  of 
the  creation  of  an  estate  or  interest  created  by  the  execution  of  a 
power,  not  tantamount  to  the  absolute  ownerships:  secondly.  That 
a  limitation,  to  take  effect  on  the  determination  of  a  life  or  lives, 
arbitrarily  taken,  for  the  purpose  of  postponing  its  vesting,  shall 
be  void ;  and  that  lives  shall  be  deemed  to  be  so  taken,  unless  the 
contrary  shall  appear  from  the  instrument :  and,  thirdly.  That  a 
limitation,  which  would  be  void  if  created  out  of  an  estate  of  in- 
heritance, shall  not  be  valid  by  reason  of  its  being  to  take  effect 
out  of  any  less  estate. 

The  other  branch  of  tiie  rule  against  perpetuities,  has  been  the 
subject  of  much  discussion,  and  involves  great  diffloolties.  We 
have  already  stated  that  Courts  of  Justice  do  not  model  limitations, 
which  are  open  to  tiie  objection  of  perpetuity,  so  as  to  reader 
them  valid  to  the  extent  of  the  rule,  and  void  only  as  to  the  ex- 
cess. But  great  judges  have  repeatedly  observed,  that  this  part 
of  the  rule  might  with  less  hardship  have  been  diiferantiy  settled. 
Sir  fV.  Orani  in  particular  expressed  an  opinion  to  that  eflbet,  in 
a  case  of  frequent  reference ;  and  most  of  those  whose  opinioas 
we  have  been  able  to  collect  on  this  subject,  agree  in  rtfciwWwg  ft 
advisable  that  this  branch  of  the  rule  should  be  OMuidenbly 
modified.  It  is,  no  donbt,  desuable  to  adopt  that  ootme  wUeh 
will  bring  the  rule  against  perpetuities  to  operate  with  the  fewest 
hardships,  in  individual  cases.  We  have,  therefore,  inqidred  with 
great  pains  to  what  extent  it  is  practicable  and  expedient  that  tiiis 
part  of  it  should  be  altered. 
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In  some  cases  where  the  Hmits  are  exceeded,  there  is  no  diffi*  Piindples 
cQlty  in  separating  the  excess,  as  in  the  case  of  a  limitation  to  ^^^JL  in^ 
▼est  at  the  age  of  twenty-five,  hy  making  it  vest  at  twenty-one.  certain  cues 
In  some  cases  the  separation  is  impossible,  the  limitation  being       '^P^'^'tea. 
in  its  nature  sneh,  that  the  excess  cannot  be  precisely  ascertained, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  limitation  to  the  eldest  son  of  an  unborn  child. 
In  other  cases  the  excess  may  be  separated  in  more  than  one 
mode,  and  the  difficulty  is  to  decide  which  ought  to  be  adopted. 
Thus,  a  limitation  after  an  estate  for  life,  to  an  unborn  child,  to 
vest  at  the  age  of  twenty-five,  may  be  supported  in  either  of  two 
ways ;  first,  if  the  child  should  attain  twenty-five  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  tenant  for  life ;  or,  secondly,  by  cutting  down  the  age  for 
vesting  to  that  of  twenty-one.  In  such  a  case  it  would  be  impossi- 
ble for  any  Court,  without  the  aid  of  a  legislative  rule,  to  determine 
in  which  mode  effect  ought  to  be  given  to  the  limitation.    It  will, 
therefore,  be  necessary  to  spediy  the  cases,  and  the  mode  in  which 
effect  is  to  be  given  to  limitations  exceeding  in  their  terms  the 
rule  against  perpetuities. 

Upon  examination,  it  will  appear  that  there  is  a  principle  upon 
which  this  can  be  made.  There  are  two  sorts  of  remoteness,  as 
the  term  is  applied  to  the  limitations  of  future  estates:  Remote- 
ness, as  it  regards  the  event  on  which  the  limitation  is  to  take 
efl^ect ;  and  remoteness,  as  belonging  to  the  objects  in  whose  favor 
the  limitation  is  to  operate.  A  limitation,  to  take  effect  after  a 
general  failure  of  issue,  is  an  example  of  the  former ;  a  limitation 
to  the  son  of  an  unborn  son,  of  the  latter. 

Where  both  of  these  concur,  as  in  a  limitation  after  a  general 
failure  of  issue  to  the  son  of  an  unborn  person,  it  is  of  course  im- 
possible to  support  the  limitation  in  part ;  it  must  be  wholly  void. 
Where  the  event  is  within  the  proper  limits,  but  the  object  of  the 
gift  or  trust  is  unascertained,  or  where  the  event  is  too  remote, 
but  the  gift  or  trust  is  in  favor  of  an  existing  person,  the  limitation 
may  be  partially  sustained. 

A  limitation  after  an  estate  for  life  to  the  son  of  an  unborn  son, 
Is  an  instance  of  the  former  kind.  A  limitation  in  these  terms, 
being  a  contingent  remainder,  would  be  allowed  to  vest,  if  a  per- 
son answering  the  description  were  bom  during  the  continuance  of 
:he  life->e8tate ;  but  in  the  case  of  a  limitation  to  the  son  of  an  un- 
3orn  person,  after  an  estate  for  years  determinable  on  a  life  in 
>eing,  this,  being  an  executory  devise  or  springing  use,  would  be 
absolutely  void,  and  yet  there  is  no  substantial  difference  in  the 
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two  cases.  The  life-estate  or  prior  estate  can  only  operate  in 
either  case,  hy  catting  off  from  an  indefinite  period  a  portioo, 
during  which  the  limitation  may  be  allowed  to  vest.  A  limitation, 
after  a  general  failure  of  issue,  to  an  existing  person  for  life  only, 
(which  is  an  instance  of  remoteness  in  the  event,  but  not  in  the 
object,)  is  good,  because  the  law  presumes  a  fiiilure  daring  the  life 
to  be  intended ;  but  if  the  limitation  is  in  fee,  it  is  otherwise :  and 
yet  in  this  case,  as  in  the  former,  the  time  of  the  life  may  be  cut 
off  from  the  indefinite  period  of  which  it  is  a  part,  and  the  excess 
be  by  that  means  separated.  Upon  the  same  principle,  as  cfaildien 
must  come  into  existence  during  the  lives  of  their  parents,  a  gift 
to  a  class  of  children  ascertained  by  reference  to  an  existing  person 
as  their  parent,  though  limited  to  take  effect  in  an  indefinite  event, 
may  be  efiEectuated,  if  the  event  happen  during  the  life  of  the 
parents 
Propoialto  We  are  of  opinion  that  in  the  cases  now  specified,  the  rule 

to  be  modified    '^^^^  perpetuities  may  be  modified;  such  cases  may,  for  this 
inecrtaiiicaMi.  purpose,  be  assimilated  to  contingent  remainders,  the  time  of  sus- 
pense in  each  case  not  being  greater  than  might  be  taken  in  limit- 
ing a  contingent  remainder  to  produce  the  same  efiect. 

Executory  or  future  limitations,  to  take  effect  in  possession  afier 
estates-tail,  may  also  be  saved,  in  case  they  become  vested  at  any 
time  during  the  continuance  of  the  estate-tail,  or  of  any  preoe&ig 
estate  or  estates  in  tail.  This  depends  on  a  simple  principle,  that 
as  every  estate-tail  may  be  enlarged  into  a  fee  within  a  period 
which  cannot  exceed  the  limits,  any  limitation  to  take  effect  after 
an  estate-tail  cannot  in  substance  have  any  tendency  to  a  peipe- 
tuity.  Estates  or  interests,  operating  in  defeasance  of  an  estate- 
tail,  which  may  arise  under  the  exercise  of  powers  preceding  the 
estate- tail,  not  being  within  this  principle,  must  of  course  be  good 
or  bad,  according  to  the  construction  which  their  own  terms  ought 
to  bear,  and  cannot  be  made  to  depend  on  the  estate-tail,  whidi 
in  truth  foUows  them. 

There  are  other  cases  in  which  the  rule  against  perpetoitiea  may 
conveniently  admit  of  modification. 

Linit^ions  Sometimes  a  limitation  is  made  to  depend  on  the  event  of  na- 

depeodiiiff  on  .  . 

the  event  of       ^^  persons  attaining  or  not  attammg  some  age  greater  than 

^?^^  twenty-one.     In  such  cases,  the  testator  or  settlor  may  be  reaaon- 

children  attain*  , 

ing  an  age        ably  presumed  to  have  been  in  ignorance  of  the  rule,  and  may  be 


greater  than       ^^n  understood  as  meaning  either  the  l^^al  age  of  majority  or  the 

latest  age  upon  which  he  could  legally  fix,  not  exceeding  that 
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specified.    To  give  the  required  relief  in  such  cases,  we  propose 

that  the  testator  or  settlor  shall  be  deemed  to  intend  the  age  of 

twenty-one. 

Where  a  ftiture  estate  is  limited  to  take  effect  on  the  happening  Limitatioiis  to 

of  both  or  either  of  two  events,  one  of  which  is  too  remote  and  the  I^2r*^L?* 

two  or  moro 

Other  not  so,  there  is  reason  to  think  it  is  wholly  void  ;  for  the  evmti,  mum  of 
rule  requires  that  it  should  be  absolutely  certain  that  the  estate  ^^|^*^  ^ 
should  vest  within  the  proper  period ;  and  here,  by  the  very  terms 
of  the  limitation,  that  certainty  does  not  exist.  Thus,  if  an  ex- 
ecutory estate  be  limited  to  take  effect,  either  in  case  A.  shall  die 
in  the  lifetime  of  B.,  or  in  case  there  shall  be  an  indefinite  fitilure 
of  issue  of  C,  the  whole  will  be  void  ;  although,  if  they  had  been 
made  by  distinct  instruments,  the  former  event,  being  within  the 
limits,  the  estate  might  have  taken  effect  upon  the  happening  of 
that  event.  We  think  this  case  ought  to  be  relieved ;  and  the  best 
mode  of  effecting  the  relief  will  be,  by  declaring  that  a  future 
estate  or  interest  limited  to  vest  on  the  happening  of  any  one  of 
several  events,  upon  some  or  one  of  which  only  it  might  have  been 
lawfully  limited  to  vest,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  limited  to  vest 
upon  such  last-mentioned  event,  or  some  or  one  of  such  last- 
mentioned  events  only. 

A  modification  or  relaxation  of  the  rule  may  also  be  admitted  in  Tmsta  to  bo 

the  case  of  an  estate  or  interest  to  arise  under  a  trust  to  be  execu-  •^ecutod 

dnmut  fuoeet- 
ted  during  successive  mmonties.    At  present,  if  a  trust  is  created  gi^o  ins«n>i»s*»^ 

with  reference  to  minorities  generally,  so  that  it  may,  in  its  fullest 
extent,  be  understood  as  referring  to  minorities  in  a  third  genera- 
tion, it  is  considered  void  fipom  the  beginning. 

Thia  might  be  treated  as  a  case  of  construction,  and  the  limita- 
tion might  be  deemed  to  mean  only  such  minorities  as  must  be 
within  the  limits.  But  we  have  preferred  treating  it  on  a  distinct 
principle.  The  second  minority  must  always  be  the  effect  of  acci- 
dent, which  cannot  be  prevented  ;  and  there  can  be  no  harm  done 
by  allowing  such  a  trust  to  be  good,  until  some  person  in  the  line 
of  succession  attains  the  age  of  naajority.  The  only  purpose  of 
such  a  trust,  which  is  likely  to  occasion  inconvenience,  is  that  of 
accumulation,  and  that  is  r^pilated  by  the  wholesome  provisions 
of  an  existing  statute.  These  it  will  be  proper  expressly  to  pre- 
serve. 

Powers  form  one  of  the  most  difficult  subjects  of  consideration,  Powen. 
with  reference  to  the  rule. 

We  may  first  dismiss  those  cases  in  which  the  power  is  in  fact 
a  trust :  they  must  be  judged  of  by  the  mles  applicable  to  trusts. 
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A  power,  strictly  so  called,  can  only  be  regarded  bb  an  autho- 
rity to  create  a  springing  or  shifting  use  or  trust.  If,  therefore, 
it  be  limited  to  be  exercised  at  a  given  time,  or  in  a  given  event, 
or  in  hyor  of  a  given  object,  it  can  have  no  greater  validity  than 
a  springing  or  shifting  use  limited  by  the  same  instrument,  to 
take  effect  at  the  same  time,  or  on  the  same  event,  or  in  &vor  of 
the  same  object.  But  if  such  a  power  is  to  be  exercised  at  several 
specified  times,  or  any  of  sevend  specified  times,  or  in  &vor  of  all 
or  any  of  several  specified  objects,  some  of  which  may  be  within, 
and  some  without,  the  proper  limits  (in  which  case  the  want  of 
certainty  may  be  considered  to  render  the  whole  void),  there  is  no 
^;ood  reason  why  it  should  not  be  good,  as  to  its  exercise,  at  sudi 
of  the  times,  or  in  favor  of  such  of  the  objects  contemplated,  as 
may  be  within  the  proper  limits,  and  void  only  as  to  any  other 
exercise  of  it.  Such  a  power  may  be  regarded  as,  in  effect, 
several  powers. 

But  powers  are  hi  numerous  cases  expressed,  without  any  limit  as 
to  the  time  of  their  exercise ;  and  it  has  been  much  questioned  how 
far  such  a  power  transgresses  the  rule.  It  appears  to  us  expedient 
to  settle  this  question  by  a  declaration,  that  a  power  so  made  as 
that  it  may  be  exercised  beyond  the  period  allowed  for  the  vest- 
ing of  a  future  estate  or  interest,  and  not  being  tantamount  to  the 
absolute  ownership  of  the  land,  shall  be  void,  except  in  certain 
cases,  which  we  shall  presently  mention.  It  is,  of  course,  neces- 
sary to  exclude  cases  where  the  power  is  tantamount  to  the  abso- 
lute ownership. 
Power*  to  be  Where  the  exercise  of  a  power,  unlimited  as  to  time,  is  to  be  oon- 
•Mdtod  with  trolled  by  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  estate  subject  to  it,  great 
latitude  may  be  allowed.  The  existence  of  an  unnecessary  power, 
in  some  cases,  is  the  only  inconvenience  that  can  result  from  sodi 
an  allowance.  We  think  that  such  a  power  may  be  deelaxed  valid, 
and  capable  of  being  exercised  in  all  cases.  In  cases  where  a 
power  is  to  be  exercised  without  consent,  so  far  as  a  rule  can  be 
given  for  distinguishing  a  period  during  which  it  may  be  valid, 
from  another  in  which .  it  ought  to  be  void,  we  think  it  ought  to 
have  partial  effect  given  to  it  Now  this  is  4he  case,  when  the 
intention  is  that  such  a  power  shall  be  oo-extensive  with  the  limi- 
tations of  a  particular  settlement,  or  will ;  and  we  are,  therefore, 
of  opinion,  that  in  such  a  case  the  power  (though  consent  be  not 
required  to  its  exercise)  should  be  valid,  and  capable  of  being 
exercised,  until  some  adult  person  shall  become  entitled  in  pos- 
session to  an  estate  of  inheritance  under  the  settlement. 
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In  defining  the  role  of  law  against  perpetuities,  we  think  it  The  definition 
must  be  expressly  made  to  comprise  future  estates  and  interests,  mi^rtwSmriw 
to  be  created  by  Common  law  assurances,  including  rent-charges,  Commoaiiaw 
rights  of  way,  water,  or  light,  and  other  easements,  as  well  as  all  *'*^*'**'*' 
rights  of  entry,  for  breach  of  conditions,  whether  in  relation  to 
exchange,  or  to  taking  name  and  arms,  or  any  other  object, 
except  conditions  contained  in  leases,  for  re-entry  by  the  lessor  for  exioept  oondi- 
non-payment  of  rent  or  breach  of  any  lawful  covenant ;  and  in  ^^  **  ,     . 
order  that  no  difiicolty  may  arise  in  distinguishing  the  cases  to  be  lord  and 
protected  by  this  exception,  it  must  be  declared  that,  with  refe-  ^^■''^^ 
rence  to  contracts  between  landlord  and  tenant,  the  rule  against 
perpetuities  shall  not  apply  to  any  rent,  covenant,  or  proviso,  un- 
less it  shall  appear  by  the  instrument,  that  such  rent,  covenant, 
or  proviso,  was  reserved  or  inserted  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the 
rule. 

Easements  are  usually  required  for  present  purposes,  and 
with  reference  to  the  present  ownership  of  real  property.  They 
may  be  granted  or  limited  in  fee ;  in  which  case,  like  every  other 
property,  they  will  become  liable  to  the  rule  of  perpetuity  ;  but  if 
they  are  created  to  commence  at  a  future  time,  or  to  cease  on  a 
future  event,  we  think  it  ought  to  be  required  that  such  time  or 
event  must  lumpen  within  the  limits  of  the  rule  against  perpetuities. 
The  most  remote  occasion  upon  which  such  easements  can  be  said 
usually  either  to  arise  or  to  cease,  is  upon  the  shifting  of  an  estate 
under  the  provisions  of  a  family-settlement;  and  as  every  such 
shifting  must  take  place  within  the  proper  limits,  no  disappointment 
or  inconvenience  can  happen  in  such  a  case.  Any  agreement 
requiring  an  allowance  of  time  beyond  this,  may  safely  be  con- 
cluded to  be  insincere  and  fraudulent,  or  frivolous ;  and  to  neither 
of  these  ought  the  law  to  be  subservient 

We  have  seen  that  the  rule  of  law  against  perpetuities  applied  The  rule  also 
in  its  origin  to  estates  created  by  way  of  use,  or  by  devise,  and  we  *^  !*  j'dSie*^ 
have  treated  it  (as  in  truth  it  is)  as  principally  applicable  to  future  provisoes  for 
contingent  estates  and  interests  ;  but  a  perpetuity  may  be  effected  ^^^"^  ?1L**""" 
without  the  existence  of  any  contingent  estate,  by  the  creation  of  events, 
a  long  term  of  years,  with  a  proviso  for  determining  it   on  the 
happening  of  an  event  not  within  the  limits  of  the  rule ;  for  in 
such  a  dase,  although  the  reversion  expectant  on  the  term  is 
vested,  and  may  remain  vested,  yet  the  acceleration  of  its  taking 
effect  in  possession  may  produce  the  same  effect  as  the  limitation 
of  a  future  contingent  estate,  and  it  is  obvious,  that  by  means  of 
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succesBive  tenns  and  naccessive  provisoes  of  this  Idindf  a  settlement 
might  be  made,  under  which  land  would  continue  inalienable  for  a 
much  longer  period  than  the  rule  in  question  would  permit.  We 
are  not  aware  of  any  case  where  interests  of  this  kind,  created  by 
a  Common  law  assurance,  have  been  held  invalid  under  the  rule 
now  under  consideration ;  but  as  the  mischief  in  such  a  case  must 
be  the  same  as  in  the  more  ordinary  cases  of  attempts  to  create 
perpetuities,  we  do  not  hesitate  in  recommending  that  such  cases 
shall  be  brought  within  the  operation  of  the  rule,  taking  care  to 
except  the  case  of  landlord  and  tenant,  as  already  pointed  out 
with  reference  to  conditions  and  covenants.  The  difEerence 
between  these  and  future  limitations  is,  that  here  it  must  be  de- 
clared, not  that  the  future  interest  to  arise  on  a  remote  event 
shall  be  void,  but  that  the  term  made  determinable  on  a  remote 
event  shall  become  absolute.  It  wDl,  of  coiurse,  be  necessary  to 
except  estates-tail. 

By  the  alterations  we  have  now  had  the  honour  to  propose  to 
Your  Majesty,  the  law  relating  to  contingent  remainders,  and  to 
future  estates  and  interests,  and  to  the  intricate  subject  of  peipe- 
tuities,  will,  as  we  trust,  be  relieved  from  many  of  the  difficulties 
with  which  it  is  now  beset ;  and  many  of  the  anomalies  which  at 
present  exist  in  regard  to  it  will  be  removed.  The  destruction  of 
contingent  remainders,  without  the  act  of  the  parties  claiming 
under  them,  will  be  rendered  impossible ;  the  creation  of  future 
estates  considerably  fiicilitated ;  and  all  estates  and  interests  will 
be  rendered  alienable.  The  convenience  of  parties  making  settle- 
ments or  testamentary  dispositions  of  real  estate  will  be  consulted ; 
and  at  the  same  time  the  limits  within  which  the  settlement  of 
property  may  be  effected  by  means  of  future  estates,  or  the  opera- 
tion of  future  provisoes. or  conditions,  will  be  more  accurately 
defined  than  they  appear  to  have  hitherto  been,  and  rendered 
more' uniform  in  their  application  to  every  description  of  estate, 
interest,  or  right,  known  to  the  law  of  England. 

(Signed.)              JOHN  CAlfPBELL.  (l.  a.) 

W.  H.  TINNEY.  (u  s-) 

LEWIS  DUVAL.  (!-«•} 

JOHN  HODGSON.  (u  s.) 
SAMUEL  DUCKWOBTH.  (l.  s.) 

P.  B.  BRODIB.  (L.  ^) 

JOHN  TYBRELL.  (l.  sl) 
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Eztnict  from  the  Prapoaition$  of  the  Commimionen,  made  in 
punoance  of,  and  appended  to,  their  third  Report ;  em- 
bodying the  declaratory  and  other  enactments,  recom- 
mended by  them,  (a) 

8.  The  period  during  which  the  Testmg  of  a  fiitnre  estate  or 
interest  in  any  hereditament,  right,  profit,  or  easement  may  be 
suspended  must  not  exceed  the  life  of  a  person,  or  of  the  sur- 
viyor  of  several  persons  bom  or  en  ventre  sa  mere  at  the  time  of 
the  creation  of  such  future  estate  or  interest,  and  ascertained  for 
that  purpose  by  the  instrument  creating  the  same,  and  twenty- 
one  years  to  be  computed  from  the  dropping  of  such  life,  or  the 
minority  of  some  person  en  venire  sa  mere  at  the  dropping  of  such 
life,  and  ascertained  for  that  purpose  by  such  instrument ;  and 
every  such  future  estate  or  interest  which  shall  not  be  made  to 
vest  within  such  period  shall  (except  as  hereinafter  is  provided) 
be  void. 

9.  In  the  construction  of  Proposition  8,  the  time  of  the  death 
of  the  testator  shall  be  deemed  the  time  of  the  creation  of  an  estate 
or  interest  created  by  a  will,  and  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
instrument  creating  the  power  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  time  of 
the  creation  of  an  estate  or  interest  created  by  the  execution  of  a 
power  not  tantamount  to  the  absolute  ownership. 

10.  A  remainder  is  not  (6)  to  be  deemed  a  future  estate  or 
interest  within  Proposition  8. 

11.  A  contingent  remainder  or  other  future  estate  or  interest, 
the  vesting  of  which  shall  be  suspended  during  a  life  or  lives 
arbitrarily  taken  for  the  purpose  of  such  suspension,  shall  be 
void ;  and  lives  shall  be  deemed  to  be  arbitrarily  taken  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid,  unless  the  contrary  shall  appear  from  the  in- 
strument creating  such  future  estate  or  interest. 

12.  A  contingent  remainder,  or  other  future  estate  or  interest, 
which,  if  limited  to  take  effect  out  of  an  estate  in  fee-simple, 
would  be  void  under  the  rule  against  perpetuities,  shall  be  void 
when  limited  to  take  effect  out  of  any  less  estate. 

13.  A  power  so  made  that  it  may  be  exercised  at  any  time 
beyond  the  period  allowed  for  suspending  the  vesting  of  a  future 
estate  or  interest,  and  not  tantamount  to  the  absolute  ownership, 
shal]  (except  as  hereinafter  provided)  be  void. 

(a)  See  pp.  69—71.  (6)  Sedfuf  cbfr,  •'not** 
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14.  A  future  estate  or  interest  limited  to  take  effect  in  posses- 
sion after  the  determination  of  any  other  estate  or  estates  created 
at  the  same  time,  determinable  upon  a  life  or  lives  in  eue^  ahall  not 
be  void  if  it  vest  at  or  before  the  dropping  of  such  life  w  of  the 
last  of  such  lives. 

15.  A  future  estate  or  interest  limited  to  take  effect  after  the 
determination  of  any  estate  or  estates  tail,  or  in  defeasance  of  any 
estate  or  estates  tail  (other  than  a  future  estate  or  interest  arising 
under  the  exercise  of  a  power  having  precedence  to  the  estate- 
tail),  shall  not  be  void  if  it  vest  at  any  time  during  the  continu- 
ance of  any  such  estate-tail. 

16.  A  future  estate  or  interest,  limited  to  any  person  or  per- 
sons in  esse  at  the  creation  thereof,  shall  not  be  void  if  it  vest 
during  the  life  of  such  person  or  any  of  such  persons. 

17.  A  future  estate  or  interest  limited  to  a  class  of  persons 
described  as  children  of  some  person  or  persons  in  esse  at  the 
creation  thereof,  and  to  vest  in  some  event  not  connected  with  the 
age  of  such  children,  shall  not  be  void  if  the  event  happen  during 
the  life  of  such  parent  or  one  of  such  parents,  or  before  the  birth 
of  any  such  child,  being  a  posthumous  child. 

18.  A  Aiture  estate  or  interest  limited  to  vest  on  the  happening 
of  any  one  of  several  events,  upon  some  or  one  of  which  only  the 
same  might  have  been  lawfully  limited  to  vest,  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  limited  to  vest  upon  such  last-mentioned  event,  or  upon 
any  of  such  last-mentioned  events  only. 

19.  Where  a  future  estate  or  interest  shall  be  limited  to  vest 
on  the  event  of  a  person  not  bom,  nor  en  venire  sa  mere^  at  the 
creation  of  such  future  estate  or  interest,  attaining  or  not  attaining 
an  age  greater  than  twenty-one,  the  settlor  or  testator  shall  be 
deemed  to  intend  the  age  of  twenty-one. 

20.  Where  an  estate  or  interest  shall  be  made  determinable 
either  by  the  original  limitation  thereof,  or  by  virtue  of  any  pro- 
viso, condition,  or  agreement,  upon  the  event  of  a  person  not 
bom,  nor  en  ventre  sa  mere  at  the  creation  of  such  future  estate 
or  interest,  attaining  or  not  attaining  an  age  greater  than  twenty- 
one,  the  settlor  or  testator  shall  be  deemed  to  intend  the  age  of 
twenty-one. 

21.  An  estate  or  interest  limited  or  arising  under  a  trust  dur- 
ing the  minorities  of  any  persons  being  tenants  in  tail  or  in  fee 
shall  not  be  void  by  reason  of  the  tmst  not  being  expressly  con- 
fined to  the  minorities  of  persons  taking  by  purchase ;  but  every 
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such  estate  or  interest  (so  far  as  it  may  be  to  arise  daring  the 
successive  minorities  of  any  penon«  and  the  issue  in  tail  or  heirs 
of  the  same  person.)  shall  cease  so  soon  as  anch  person,  or  his 
issue  or  heir  inheriting,  shall  become  adult ;  and  nothing  in  this 
Proposition  shall  authorise  or  render  valid  any  tmst  for  accumu- 
lation beyond  the  limits  within  which  such  accumulation  is  by 
law  restrained. 

22.  Where  a  power  shall  be  limited  to  be  exercised  at  several 
specified  times,  or  any  of  several  specified  times,  or  on  the  happen- 
ing of  several  specified  events,  or  of  any  of  severs!  specified  events, 
or  in  &vour  of  several  specified  objects,  or  of  any  of  several  speci- 
fied objects,  at  some  or  one  of  which  times  only,  or  on  the  happen- 
ing of  some  or  one  of  which  events  only,  or  in  &vor  of  some  or  one 
of  which  objects  only,  the  same  might  lawfully  be  limited  to  be 
exercised,  the  same  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  limited  to  be 
exercised  at  anch  last-mentioned  time,  or  some  or  one  of  such  last- 
mentioned  times  only,  or  on  the  happening  of  such  last-mentioned 
event,  or  some  or  one  of  such  last-mentioned  events  only,  or  in 
favor  of  such  last-mentioned  object,  or  some  or  one  of  such  last^ 
mentioned  objects  only. 

23.  A  power  without  restriction  as  to  the  time  of  its  being 
exercised  shall  not  be  void  if  the  same  shall  be  limited  to  be 
exercised  by  or  with  the  consent  of  the  person  or  persons  for 
the  time  being  entitled  to  the  land,  but  any  such  person  or 
persons  being  tenant  or  tenants  in  fee  or  in  tail  may  extinguish 
such  power  by  deed  or  will. 

24.  A  power  over  land  subject  to  the  limitations  of  a  settle- 
ment made  by  the  instrument  creating  the  power,  or  by  any  prior 
instrument,  and  not  limited  to  be  exercised  with  the  consent  of  the 
person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  land,  may  be 
exercised  from  time  to  time  until  some  adult  person  shall  become 
entitled  in  possession  to  an  estate  in  fee  or  in  tail  under  the  set- 
tlement, and  shall  thereupon  cease. 

26.  A  power,  the  exercise  of  which  may  be  enforced  in  equity 
in  favour  of  persons  whose  estates  or  interests  to  be  taken  under 
the  exercise  of  such  power  shall  not  be  void  under  the  foregoing 
Propositions,  shall  not  be  void. 

26.  The  period  during  which  an  estate  or  interest  in  any  heredi- 
tament, profit,  or  easement  (other  than  an  estate  or  interest  in  tail) 
may  be  made  determinable,  either  under  the  original  limitation 
thereof,  or  by  virtue  of  any  power,  proviso,  condition,  or  agree- 
ment, except  as  provided  in  Proposition  27,  must  not  exceed 


XXVIU 


APPENDIX.  [IJ 

some  period  allowed  for  suspending  the  vesting  of  a  futare  estate 
or  interest,  and  every  estate  or  interest  in  any  hereditainenty 
right,  profit,  or  easement  which  shall  he  expressed  to  be  made  deter- 
minable either  under  the  original  limitation  thereof,  or  by  viitne 
of  any  power,  proviso,  condition,  or  agreement,  at  a  time  or 
upon  an  event  not  within  some  such  period,  shall  be  absolute. 

27.  With  reference  to  contracts  between  landlord  and  tenant. 
Propositions  8  and  26  shall  not  afiect  any  rent  reserved  by  a 
lease,  nor  any  covenant  contained  in  a  lease,  nor  any  right  of 
distress  or  entry  for  securing  the  payment  of  any  such  rent,  or 
the  performance  of  any  such  covenant,  unless  it  shall  appear  by 
the  instrument  that  such  rent  or  covenant  was  reserved  or  in- 
serted for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  law  against  perpetuities. 


IL 


OpmUmt  vptm  the  queetum, whether  the  word,  "Jeamng,**  in  a  g^t-over, 
foOowmg  a  Umiiaium  to  ehUdrem  or  iseue,  rrfere  to  the  faibure  1/ 
the  olffeete  qf  the  preeedmg  gift  at  the  death  qfthe  aneeetor.  (c) 

£.  M.  devised  a  certain  estate,  to  trustees,  in  trust  for  hia 
daughter,  C.  C,  for  life,  with  remainder,  to  the  children  of  C.  C, 
as  tenants  in  common  in  fee.  There  was  a  subsequent  proviso, 
that,  "in  case  his  said  daughter  should  happen  to  die  without 
leaving  any  issue  of  her  marriage,  then,  upon  trust,  after  the 
decease  of  his  said  daughter,"  for  the  persons  therein  named. 

What  estates  do  the  children  of  the  daughter  take  under  the 
above  will  ? 

Opinion* 

The  children  clearly  take  vested  estates  as  tenants  in  common 

in  fee,  subject,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  divested  in  the  event  of  the 

death  of  all  the  children  in  their  mother's  lifetime.     The  word, 

"  issue,"  means,  "  children,"  and  does  not  refer  to  an  indefinite 

faflore  of  issue  :  see  Ooodright  v.  Dunham^  Doug.  264,  and  Mai" 

colm  v.  Taylor^  2  Russ.  &  My.  416 ;  and  there  is  no  ground  for 

holding,  that  mrs.  C.  takes  an  estate-tail  by  implication.     The 

case  of  Parr  v.  Swindells,  4  Russ.  283,  is  distinguishable  from 

the  present,  as  there  the  children  took  estates  for  life  only.    Mr.  O. 

has,  therefore,  I  think,  a  good  title  to  the  shares  he  has  purchased, 

subject  to  the  contingency  of  the  deaths  of  all  the  children  in  their 

mother's  lifetime. 

LineoMe  Inn^ 
March,  1841. 

(c)  Reforred  to^  nqmt,  p.  282. 
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T.  p.  by  will  bequeathed  1200/.,  five  per  cent.,  navy  stock,  to 
trastees,  upon  trust,  to  receive  the  dividends  and  interest  thereof, 
and  pay  such  dividends  and  interest,  from  time  to  time  as  the 
same  should  become  due,  unto  his  (the  testator's)  daughter,  £.  M., 
for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  and  which  dividends 
should  be  paid  to  the  said  £•  M.,  to  and  for  her  own  sole  and 
separate  use  and  benefit,  exclusive  of  her  then  present  or  any  fntuie 
husband,  she  might  happen  to  marry,  who  should  have  nothing 
to  do  therewith,  neither  should  the  same  be  subject  or  liable  to  his 
debts,  control,  or  management,  it  being  his  (the  testator's)  will 
and  meaning,  that  the  same  should  be  for  her  own  benefit  only, 
and  that  her  receipt  alone,  notwithstanding  any  coverture,  shcmld 
be  a  good  discharge  to  his  said  trustees  for  the  same ;  and  from  and 
immediately  after  the  decease  of  his  said  daughter,  E.  M.,  then, 
in  trust,  to  receive  the  dividends  and  interest  of  the  before-men- 
tioned sum  of  1200/L,  as  the  same  should  become  due,  from  time 
to  time,  and  pay  the  same  interest  and  dividends,  in  equal 
parts,  unto  and  between  all  and  every  the  children  and  child  of 
the  said  E.  M«,  until  they  respectively  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  and  if  but  one  such  child,  then  the  whole  of  the  interest 
to  such  only  child ;  and  as  they  each  and  respectively  attained  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  then,  in  trust,  to  pay,  distribute,  and 
divide  the  said  1200/.  unto  and  between  all  and  every  the  child- 
ren and  child  of  the  said  £.  M.,  equally  between  them,  share  and 
share  alike  ;  if  but  one  such  child,  then,  the  whole  to  such  only 
child,  his  or  her  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns :  and  in 
case  the  said  E.  M.  should  happen  to  die  without  leaving  issue, 
then,  the  interest  of  the  said  1200/.  should  be  paid  unto  his  (the 
testator's)  brother,  J.  P.,  during  his  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to 
distribute  and  divide  the  same  unto  and  between  all  and  every  the 
children  and  child  of  his  brothers,  J.  P.,  A.  P.,  and  W.  P.,  as 
should  then  be  living,  share  and  share  alike,  with  the  accumulat- 
ing interest,  as  they  respectively  attained  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  and  to  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns. 

Several  points  arose  on  the  construction  of  this  bequest,  among 
which  was  that  noticed  in  the  following 

Opinion. 

I  think,  that  the  words,  "  without  leaving  issue,"  most  not  be 
read  as  referring  to  an  indefinite  failure  of  the  issue  of  mrs.  £•  If., 
but,  as  contemplating  only  a  fiulure  of  the  objects  of  the  prior 
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gift,  vh.,  children.  Trickey  ▼.  Trkketf,  3  My.  &  K.  560.  ElU- 
combe  ▼•  GomperUs,  3  My.  &  Cr.  127.  Leeming  ▼.  SherraU^ 
reported  in  6  Jurist,  663.  And,  in  my  opinion,  the  word,  ''  leav- 
ing," must  he  understood,  (the  suhject  of  the  gift  being  person- 
alty,) in  its  ordinary  sense,  as  referring  to  a  failure  of  issue  at  the 
death  of  mrs.  M.,  and  not  in  the  sense  of,  "  having  had,"  (which 
latter  construction  would,  of  course,  exclude  the  ulterior  legatee, 
in  the  event  of  any  child  of  mrs.  M*  being  bom,  although  living  for 
ever  so  short  a  period) :  see  the  judgment  in  Tarbuck  v.  TaHmek^ 
stated  2  Jarm.  Wills,  376 :  but  I  am  bound  to  add,  that  it  is  open 
to  be  contended,  that  the  words,  "  without  leaving  issue,"  are  to 
be  referred  to  the  entire  non-existence  of  the  objects  of  the  pre- 
ceding gift ;  and  that,  therefore,  mrs.  M.  having  had  one  child,  the 
property  vested  in  it,  on  birth,  and  on  its  death,  devolved  to  and 
is  now  claimable  by  its  next  of  kin,  or  those  who  represent  them  ; 
see  2  Jarm.  Wills,  377,  378. 

Lincoln's  Inn, 
January,  1843. 
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Ab^raet  qf  the  sHtlemmU  executed  by  order  qf  the  Comrt  of  Ckamoerf 
m  tie  eate  qf  Bankes  v.  Le  DetpeDcer.  (a) 

Thb  estates  were  vested  in  trustees,  in  fee,  to  the  use  of  the 
piesent  baroness  Le  D.,  for  Ufe,  without  impeachment  of  waste, 
then,  to  the  trustees,  in  trust,  to  preserve  contingent  remainders, 
then,  to  the  first  and  other  sons  of  her  body,  according  to  se- 
niority, and  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  such  sons ;  and  in  defrult 
of  such  issue,  then,  to  the  daughters  of  the  said  baroness  Le  D., 
as  tenants  in  common,  and  to  the  respective  heirs  of  the  body 
and  bodies  of  such  daughters,  with  cross-^remainders  between  them ; 
and  in  de&ult  of  sudi  issue,  then,  the  estates  were  limited,  in 
undivided  fourth  parts,  to  the  four  dau^^ters  of  J.  M.  S.,  deceased, 
who  was  the  second  son  of  T.,  lord  Le  D*  As  to  the  three  eldest 
of  these  daughters,  who  were  bom  at  the  date  of  the  executory 
settlement,  three  undivided  fourth  parts  were  limited  to  them 
respectively  for  life,  with  the  like  remainders  to  their  respective 
sons  and  daughters  as  were  given  to  the  sons  and  daughters  of  the 
baroness  Le  D. ;  but  as  to  the  fourth  and  youngest  of  cadi 
daughters,  she  having  been  bom  subsequently  to  the  said  exeeu* 
tory  settlement,  the  remaining  one-fourth  was  limited  to  her  and 
the  heirs  of  her  body :  then  followed  a  danse,  limiting  cross- 
remainders  between  those  four  daughters  and  their  issue :  and  In 
deftult  of  issue  of  the  daughters,  then,  the  settlement  proceeded 
to  limit,  eeriaim,  estates  for  life  to  those  chOdren  and  grsad- 
children  of  T.,  lord  Le  D.,  who  were  living  at  the  date  of  the 
indenture  creating  the  executory  trasts,  with  remainders  to  their 
sons  and  daughters  successively,  in  the  same  manner  and  upon  die 
same  prindples  as  the  limitations  above-mentioned ;  and  estates- 
tail  to  such  of  the  grandchildren  of  the  said  T.,  lord  Le  D.,  as 

(a)  Referred  to,  n^pra,  p.  579;  and  taken  from  tbe  Jmiti,  toL  7,  p^  21 1. 
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were  born  sabsequently  to  the  executory  settlement,  or  should  yet 
be  bom.    And  upon  failure  of  all  such  limitations,  then,  the  estates 
were  limited  to  the  use  of  the  trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  upon 
trust,  to  convey  them  to  the  same  uses  as  the  said  estates  were  sub* 
ject  to,  immediately  before  the  said  indenture  creating  the  executory 
trusts.    Then  followed  a  proviso  in  these  words,  or  to  this  effect :— ^ 
"Provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby  agreed  and  declared,  that, 
notwithstanding  some  of  the  limitations  hereinbefore  contained  are 
made  to  several  persons,  as  tenants  in  common,  or  applicable  to 
undivided  parts  or  shares  of  and  in  the  said  premises  and  heredi* 
taments  hereby  settled,  the  object  and  intent  of  the  settlement 
hereby  made  is,  to  limit  the  entirety  of  the  same  manors  and 
hereditaments,  as  far  as  the  law  will  permit,  so  as  to  accompany 
the  dignity  of  Le  D.,  as  long  as  the  person  possessed  of  the  same 
dignity  shall  be  a  lineal  descendant  of  the  said  T.,  lord  Le  D.,  in 
pursuance  of  the  direction  in  that  behalf  contained  in  the  said 
recited  indenture  of  appointment  and  release,  of  the  8th  day  of 
August,  1826,  and  the  said  limitations  to  tenants  in  common,  or 
applicable  to  undivided  parts  or  shares,  are  made  upon  the  assump« 
tion,  that,  at  the  respective  times  at  which  the  same  are  limited  to 
take  effect  in  possession,  the  said  dignity  will  be  in  abeyance ; 
and,  therefore,  in  order  the  better  to  effect  the  said  object  and 
intent  of  this  settlement,  it  is  hereby  further  agreed  and  declared, 
that,  in  case,  (but  only  during  the  lives  of  the  several  descendants  of 
the  said  T.,  late  lord  Le  D„  to  whom  estates  for  their  lives  respec- 
tively nre  hereinbefore  limited,  and  the  life  of  the  longest  liver  of 
the  same  descendants,  and  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  to  be 
computed  from  the  day  next  before  the  day  of  the  decease  of  such 
longest  liver,)  at  the  time  or  respective  times  at  which  the  said 
manors  and  hereditaments  hereby  settled  shall,  under  the  limita* 
tions  of  these  presents,  become  vested  in  possession  in  any  two  or 
more  sach  lineal  descendants  in  undivided  shares,  the  said  dignity 
shall  not  be  in  abeyance,  or,  in  case  at  any  time  or  times  during 
the  limited  period  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  while,  after  the 
said  manors  and  hereditaments  shall  have  so  become  vested  in 
possession  in  undivided  shares  as  aforesaid,  the  said  dignity  shall 
be  in  abeyance,  and  such  abeyance  shall  be  determined  by  the 
prerogative  of  the  crown,  or  otherwise,  in  favor  of  any  one  person 
being  a  lineal  descendant  of  the  said  T.,  late  lord  Le  D.,  then  and 
in  either  of  the  said  cases,  and  so  often  as  the  same  shall  happen 
during  the  limited  period  aforesaid,  the  several  uses  and  limita- 
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tions  hereinbefore  limited  and  contained  shall  cease  and  determine, 
and  the  entirety  of  the  said  manors  and  hereditaments,  with  their 
appurtenants,  shall  thereupon  become  vested  in  the  person  in 
whom  the  said  barony  or  dignity  shall  become  vested,  by  the 
determination  of  such  abeyance  in  her  or  his  favor,  or  otherwise, 
for  such  and  the  like  estate  in  possession,  and  with  such  and  the 
like  remainders  and  limitations-over,  as  the  same  manors  and  other 
hereditaments,  or  any  part  or  other  share  thereof,  are  or  is  limited 
and  assured  to  or  would  have  become  vested  in  her  or  him,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  limitations  hereinbefore  contained  ;  and  if  the 
case  provided  for  as  aforesaid  shall,  during  the  period  aforesaid, 
happen  more  than  once,  then  this  provision  shall  be  applicable  and 
operate  totiea  quoties." 

Note, — A  power,  inserted  in  the  settlement  by  the  master, 
enabling  the  trustees,  during  the  lives  of  the  persons  made  tenants 
for  life,  or  within  twenty-one  years  afterwards,  to  alter  the  uses 
limited,  under  the  authority  and  by  the  direction  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  was  rejected  by  the  Court. 
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kxtnetfinm  an  €pmum  rdoHve  to  a  eovdumi  ^amgt  buUding,  and  a 
tent  proposed  to  be  ^fronted  to  secure  Us  performance,  (e) 

**  The  qnestion,  I  apprehend,  upon  these  covenants,  is  not  so 
much  a  question  of  perpetuity,    as  it  is  one  of  inconvenience. 
But  it  is  not  easy  to  understand,  what  is  the  inconvenience  to  be 
dreaded.     Inconvenience  to  the  public  is  out  of  the  question  t 
and  there  can  be  no  greater  inconvenience   to  individuals,  in 
allowing  the  fee-simple  owner  of  land  (who  is  owner,  ab  imo 
usque   ad  coekim,)   to   alienate,    for  a  valuable  consideration, 
die  dominion  of  the  light  and  air  above  the  soil,  than  in  allow«> 
ing  him  to  alienate  the    miiies    and  minerals  beneatht      Nol^ 
can  it  be  said,  that  the  former  are  not  objects,  the  enjoyment 
of  which  the  law  will  recognisie»  for  the  existence  of  rights  of 
way  and  light  (which  are  often  conferred  by  law^  without  any 
act  of  the  parties,)  sufficiently  disproves  that  supposition.     So 
that,  to  deny  effect  to  such  covenants  would  seem  to  be,  to 
interfere  with  acknowledged  rights  of  ownership ;  and,  accord- 
ingly, they  have  been,  in  many  cases,  considered  valid  in  Courts 
of  equity,  and  if  they  are  good  in  equity,  it  would  seem  to  follow, 
that  any  legal  remedy,  title,  o^  penalty,  created  for  securing  the 
performance  of  the  covenant^  would  be  good  also." 

"  With  regard  to  the  last  question  put  in  this  case,  viz.,  whether, 
if  the  grant  of  a  defeasible  rent  be  objectionable,  the  grant  itself, 
or  the  proviso  to  suspend,  would  be  void,  I  should  have  little 
hesitation  in  answering,  that  the  whole  would  be  void,  for  the 
Rule  against  Perpetuities  is,  that  any  grant  or  limitation  shall  be 
void,  if  it  is  not,  in  point  of  fact,  certain,  at  the  time  of  creating 
it,  that  it  will  attach  within  some  defined  period  of  a  life  in  being 
and  twenty-one  years.     If,  therefore,  the  perpetuity-rule  applied 
to  the  case  at  all,  the  whole  must,  I  conceive,  be  void."     '*  Pro- 
bably, a  rent-charge  in  fee,  with  a  clause  of  defeazance,  would  be 
considered  in  equity  in   the  light  of  a  penalty,  and  might  be 
relieved  against,  as  such." 

(Signed)         John  Hodosoni 
Lineotns  Inn, 

(e)  Referred  to,  auprut  pp.  612,  61 9« 
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Opimoiu  rekdwe  to  cm  Bxteutovy  devise,  eugrt^ed  om  a  dMiv  to  tnu* 
tees  in  fee  upon  tnuUforpoffmaU  f^dMs,(f) 

W.  S.,  by  his  wil]|  devised  certain  estates,  unto  his  wife,  N.  8«« 
and  his  uncle,  J.  S..  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  upon  trust, 
that  they  should,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be,  sell  and  dis- 
pose of  such  parts  as  they  should  think  proper*  and  as  should  be 
sufficient  to  pay  and  discharge  all  his  just  debts  and  funeral  and 
other  charges :  and  from  and  after  a  sufficient  part  of  his  (the 
testator's)  said  estates  should  be  sold  and  disposed  of,  for  the 
purposes  aforesaid,  he  gave  and  devised  all  the  rest  and  residue  of 
his  said  estates,  as  well  freehold  as  copyhold,  and  all  his  estate 
therein,  unto  his  wife,  the  said  N.  S.,  for  her  life,  and  from  and 
immediately  after  her  decease,  he  gave  and  devised  the  same,  to 
the  heirs  of  her  body  by  him  (the  testator),  with  diver»  remain- 
ders-over. N.  S.  survived  her  co-devisee  in  trust,  J.  S.  A  sale 
was  effected  of  part  of  the  property  devised  by  the  above-men- 
tioned wUl,  by  persons  claiming  under  the  ulterior  limitations 
therein  contained.  In  the  coarse  of  the  investigation  of  the  tide, 
several  opinions  were  written,  from  two  of  which  the  following 
are  extracts.  The  first  was  given  by  the  counsel  for  the  pur- 
chaser ;  and  the  other,  by  the  vendor's  counsel. 

Opinions* 

According  to  Bagshaw  v.  Spencer ,  1  Yes.  sr.  142,  the  legal  fee- 
simple  would  be  in  the  real  representative  of  N.,  the  widow  and 
surviving  devisee  in  trust  of  W.  S. ;  and  the  ulterior  gilts  would 

(/)  Rsferred  to,  ft^pra,  p.  038. 
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be  tnuU  in  equity,  and  not  good  legai  executory  devisee ;  Inasmuch 
as  it  could  not  be  predicated,  within  what  life  or  lives  in  being 
and  further  term,  a  sufficient  portion  of  the  testator's  estates  would 
be  sold,  to  pay  his  debts,  ftc. 

Temple, 
1839, 

As  the  purchaser  requires  the  heir  of  mrs.  S.  to  convey,  and 
I  think  it  extremely  doubful  how  the  point  would  be  decided,  I 
am  of  opinion,  the  heir  should  be  made  a  party. 

September  9  1841, 


By  a  voluntary  settlement,  freehold  property  was  conveyed  to 
J.  K.  and  W.  N.,  and  their  heirs,  (without  the  limitation  of  a 
use)  upon  trust,  out  of  the  rents,  &c.,  to  pay  the  settlor's  debts, 
and  the  costs  of  preparing  and  executing  the  settlement ;  and, 
subject  thereto,  various  uses  were  limited  in  favor  of  the  persons 
intended  to  be  benefited  by  the  settlement.  Dealings  with  the 
property  took  place,  in  connexion  with  which,  it  became  necessary 
to  consider  the  qu^tion  of  the  quantum  of  interest  taken  by  J.  K. 
and  W.  N. ;  and  the  following  is  an  extract  of  so  much  of  an 
opinion^  delivered  by  the  counsel  concerned,  as  relates  to  that 
point. 

Opinion. 

As  this  transaction  proceeds  upon  the  footing  of  the  settlement, 
it  becomes  necessary  to  consider,  whether  the  trustees  will  be 
necessary  parties  to  any  deed  for  effecting  it.  I  alluded,  in  my 
former  opinion,  to  the  doubt  which  attaches  to  the  question,  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  estate  taken  by  the  trustees  under  the  settle- 
ment* In  a  will,  under  the  old  law>  a  trust  for  payment  of  debts, 
similar  to  that  in  question  here,  would  create  a  mere  chattel 
interest,  determinable  with  the  satisfaction  of  the  purposes  of  the 
trust  (that  is,  supposing  they,  otherwise,  took  no  estate) ;  al- 


XKXViii  APPENDIX.  [\J 

though  this  rale  is  now  altered  by  statute,  1  Vict  c.  26.  In  the 
constracdon  of  a  similar  limitation  in  a  deed^  howeTer,  I  am  not 
aware,  that  any  such  rule  ever  prevailed  (see  8  Co.  Rep.  96). 
Nor  do  I  think,  that  the  trustees  can  be  considered  as  taking  a 
fee,  subject  to  a  shifting  use,  to  arise  on  the  satisfaction  of  the 
first  trust,  and  divesting  the  fee  in  the  trustees,  in  &Tor  of  the 
ulterior  takers ;  the  payment  of  a  person's  debts  being  indefinite, 
in  point  of  time,  and,  therefore,  objectionable,  as  too  remote  an 
event  on  which  to  limit  a  legal  estate.  The  construction  which 
recommends  itself  most  to  my  mind,  is  that  of  the  trustees  taking 
a/ee,  and  the  ulterior  limitations  operating  as  trusts,  to  take  place 
subject  to  the  performance  of  the  first  traat.  This  neoessitatea 
the  concurrence  of  the  trastees  in  the  proposed  arrangement ;  and. 
even  supposing  there  were  not  so  much  ground  for  the  construe- 
tion  of  the  trustees  taking  a  fee,  as  it  seems  to  me  there  is,  it 
would  yet  be  advisable  for  the  trustees  to  join  in  any  conve^i 
ances,  if  merely,  ex  abundanii  cauteld. 

Lincoln's  Inn, 
August,  1842^ 
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Deed  vesting  Advowson  in  trustees  in  perpetuity,  in  the  case  qf  Attorney* 

General  v.  Coming,  (p) 

By  an  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale,  dated  the  19th  Aprils 
1682,  the  advowson  of  the  vicarage  of  Chudleigh  was  conveyed 
to  the  eight  trustees  therein  named,  to  hold  the  same  upon  the 
trusts  declared  in  an  indentore  of  even  date  therewith.  By  the 
last-mentioned  deed  it  was  declared,  that»  from  time  to  time  and 
at  all  and  every  time  and  times  for  ever  thereafter,  whensoever 
and  so  often  as  the  then  present  or  any  future  vicar  or  incumbent 
of  the  vicarage  of  the  parochial  church  of  Chudleigh  should  hap- 
pen to  depart  this  life,  or  the  said  vicarage  should  become  void, 
or  want  a  vicar  or  incumbent,  by  death,  resignation,  deprivation, 
cession,  or  any  other  way  or  means  whatsoever,  then  and  in  every 
such  case,  the  said  trustees,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  and  the 
survivors  of  them,  and  their  succeeding  trustees,  and  the  survivors 
of  them,  or  the  major  part  of  them  for  the  time  being,  within  the 
space  of  four  calendar  months  next  after  such  avoidance  of  the 
said  vicarage,  should  and  would  publish  and  give  notice  and 
warning  in  the  parish  church  or  churchyard  of  Chudleigh  afore- 
said, upon  two  several  Sundays,  immediately  after  divine  service* 
of  a  certain  day  or  time  for  a  meeting  of  the  parishioners  of  the 
said  parish  of  Chudleigh,  at  or  in  the  parish-church  there  or 
church- house,  or  the  market-house  of  the  same  parish,  within  the 
said  four  calendar  months,  for  the  electing  and  nominating  of  one 
fit,  pious,  and  orthodox  divine  in  orders,  to  be  vicar  and  incum- 
bent of  the  said  vicarage  ;  and  that  the  said  trustees,  or  the  major 
part  of  them,  and  the  survivors  of  them,  and  their  succeeding 
trustees,  and  the  survivors  of  them,  or  the  major  part  of  them, 
within  the  space  of  six  calendar  months  next  after  such  avoidance 
of  the  said  vicarage,  should,  by  writing  under  their  hands  and 
seals,  present  to  the  ordinary  of  the  diocese  for  the  time  being, 

(0)  Referred  to,  gupra,  p.  705. 
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to  be  instituted  and  indacted  to  the  said  yicarage,  snch  fit  and 
orthodox  divine  in  orders  as  the  parishioners  of  the  said  pariah 
of  Chudleigh,  whereof  every  one  having  an  estate  in  possession 
of  inheritance  or  freehold,  or  for  any  number  of  years  above 
twenty  years,  absolute  or  determinable  npon  the  death  of  any 
one,  two,  or  three  person  or  persons,  of  or  in  any  messuages* 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  lying  and  being  within  the 
town,  borough,  or  parish  of  Chudleigh,  which  should  be  then 
rated  or  valued  in  and  by  rates  made  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
poor  of  the  said  parish  of  the  yearly  value  of  oL  or  upwards,  or 
the  major  part  of  such  parishioners,  together  with  the  trustees  as 
aforesaid,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  there  assembling  in  or  at  the 
parish-church  or  church-house  or  market-house  of  Chudlei^ 
aforesaid,  within  the  said  four  calendar  months  next  after  such 
avoidance  as  aforesaid,  and  upon  such  notice  and  warning  first 
given  and  published  as  aforesaid,  should  elect,  nominate*  and 
appoint ;  and  that,  in  case  such  parishioners  of  the  said  parish 
for  the  time  being,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  should  not» 
in  such  manner  and  at  such  time  and  place  as  was  therein- 
before limited  or  appointed  for  such  election  and  choice  of  such 
vicar  and  incumbent  after  such  avoidance,  make  such  election, 
nomination,  choice,  or  appointment^  then  and  in  every  such  case, 
and  in  default,  disagreement,  or  neglect  thereof,  it  should  and 
might  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  trustees,  or  the  m^or  part  of 
them  as  aforesaid  for  the  time  being,  to  present  to  the  said 
ordinary  of  the  place  or  diocese  for  the  time  being,  such  orthodox 
divine  as  aforesaid,  as  the  trustees  for  the  time  being,  or  the  major 
part  of  them,  by  writing  under  their  hands  and  seals,  to  be  by 
them  respectively  sealed  and  subscribed  in  or  at  the  parish-church 
or  church-house,  or  market-house  of  Chudleigh,  in  or  upon  one  of 
the  four  last  days  of  the  fifth  calendar  month  next  after  such 
avoidance,  should  elect,  nominate,  and  appoint  to  be  vicar  or  in- 
cumbent of  the  said  vicarage ;  and  in  default  also  of  such  election 
pomination,  or  appointment,  or  disagreement  or  equality  of  voioes 
of  the  said  trustees  or  the  major  part  of  them,  then  that  any  two 
or  more  of  the  trustees  for  the  time  l>eing,  whereof  the  eldest  and 
most  ancient  in  years  to  be  one,  should  by  writing  under  their 
hands  and  seals  elect,  and  present  such  an  orthodox  person  a9 
aforesaid  to  the  ordinary  of  the  diocese  for  the  time  being,  to  be 
admitted,  instituted,  and  inducted  into  the  same  vicarage :  and  it 
was  thereby  declared  and  agreed,  that,  when  and  so  often  as  it 
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ihoold  happen,  that  any  of  the  laid  then  trustees,  or  any  of  the 
number  of  nine  such  persons  as  should  from  time  to  time  there- 
after be  named  made  and  appointed  trustees  for  or  concerning  the 
premises,  should  be  dead,  or  have  relinquished  or  acquitted  the  said 
trusts,  then  in  every  such  case,  the  said  surviving  trustees  should 
and  might,  firom  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times,  when  and  as  often 
as  they  in  their  discretion  should  think  fit,  before  the  said  trustees 
should  by  death  or  otherwise  be  abated  or  reduced  to  the  number 
of  five  persons,  or  within  three  months  next  after  the  said  trustees 
should  by  death,  relinquishing  the  said  trust,  or' otherwise,  be 
lessened  or  reduced  to  the  number' of  four  persons,  (and  in  case 
they  should  disagree  or  be  equal  in  voices,  then  any  two  of  them, 
whereof  the  eldest  and  most  ancient  in  years  to  be  one,)  should 
grant,  convey,  and  assure  the  said  advowson,  patronage,  and  pre- 
mises, unto  such  other  persons  and  parishioners  of  the  said  parish 
of  Chudleigh,  as  such  surviving  trustees  for  the  time  being  should 
in  that  behalf  elect,  nominate,  and  appoint ;  to  hold  to  them  and 
their  heirs,  to  the  use  of  such  surviving  trustees,  and  of  such  other 
persons  so  to  be  nominated  and  appointed  for  new  trustees  as 
aforesaid,  and  of  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever ;  whereby  the 
number  of  nine  trustees  and  no  more  might  be  again  completed 
and  made  up,  upon  and  under  the  several  trusts  therein  before 
declared :  to  the  end,  the  said  advowson  and  premises  might  for 
ever  thereafter  remain  and  continue  from  trustees  to  trustees 
successively,  and  the  said  trust  be  executed,  preserved,  and  per- 
formed, for  the  ends,  intents,  and  purposes  aforesaid,  according 
to  the  purport,  true  intent,  and  meaning  of  those  presents. 
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ACCUMULATION  of  income,  operation  of  Rule  against  Perpetuities  in 
respect  to,  592. 
trusts  of,  for  renewal  of  unexpired  leases,  limitations  after,  639. 
ADVOWSONS,  settlements  of,  in  trust  to  present  incumbents,  accor- 
ding to  selection  of  trustees,  or  appointment  of  parishionersj  694. 
nature  of  property  in,  695. 

as  to  applicability  of  laws  against  remoteness  to  settlements  of,  694, 
702,  705. 

See,  Charitable  Uses. 
ALIENATION,  necessity  for  freedom  of,  2. 
of  personals,  importance  of  right  of,  3. 
freedom  of,  protected  by  laws  of  England,  4. 
restrictions  upon,  under  feodal  system,  9> 
testamentary,  under  the  feodal  system,  14. 
at  Common  law,  15. 
how  affected  bv  invention  of  Uses,  15. 
as  practically  affected  by  feooalism,  17. 
rules  as  to,  traceable  to  feodal  principles,  24. 
by  tenants  in  tail,  attempted  restrictions  upon»  44. 
in  mortmain,  687. 
to  charitable  uses,  689- 
laws  securing  freedom  of,  not  applicable  to  lands  belonging  to  the 

Church,  708. 
absence  of  laws  for  securing  freedom  of,  in  Scotland,  7 17. 
See,  Common  Law  :  Rbmotbnbss. 
APPOINTMENTS,  in  pursuance  of  particular  powers^  application  of 
rule  against  Perpetuities  to,  484. 
doctrine  of  fy-prA  in  reference  to  limitations  in,  496. 

See,  PowBKS. 

BASE-FEE  determinable  on  failure  of  issue  arising  by  matter  e«po«/ 
facto,  interests  expectant  on,  267* 

CHATTELS  PERSONAL,  ancient  rules  as  to  disposition  and  settle- 
ment of,  94. 
preservation  of,  for  executory  leffatees,  96. 
liability  of,  to  acts  of  owners  of  limited  interests,  97. 
settlement  of,  by  deed,  99. 
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CHATTELS  PERSONAL— conftfitiec/. 
fua  ip$o  U9U  ctmsumwUttr,  99. 

executory  gifts  of,  100. 
limitations  of,  to  descend  as  heir-looms,  643. 

5etf,  Executory  bequests:  Lihitatiome. 
CHARITABLE  USES,  alienation  to,  689. 

tendency  of,  to  create  a  perpetuity,  689* 
how  restrained  by  the  Legislature,  689. 
what,  692. 

settlements  of  advowsons  in  trust  to  present  incumbents,  as  Tacan- 
cies  occur,  according  to  selection  of  trustees,  or  appointment  of 
parishioners,  whether  they  are  valid  as,  695. 
exemptions  from  laws  discourasing  alienation  to,  708. 
CHILDREN,  limitations  to.    See,  Class. 
CHURCH,  lands  belonging  to,  not  within  scope  of  laws  securing 

freedom  of  alienation,  708. 
CIVIL  LAW,  distinctive  features  of  laws  of  inheritance  and  succession 
under,  19. 
mode  of  succession  under,  19. 
extent  of  power  over  inheritance  permitted  by,  22. 

See,  Feodal  system. 
CLASS  of  persons,  limitations  to  a,  455. 

operation  of  Rule  against  Perpetuities  upon,  456,  463. 
COMMONS,  grante  of,  operation  of  Rule  against  Perpetuities  upon, 

620. 
COMMON  LAW,  favorable  to  freedom  of  alienation,  29. 
rules  of,  violated  by  invention  of  Uses,  50,  52. 
intereste,  grant  and  reservation  of,  operation  of  Rule  against  Perpe- 
tuities upon,  598. 
as  to  granta  of  renta  and  other  interesta  at,  to  persons  unborn,  603, 

607. 
no  rules  of,  rendering  unnecessary  provisions  against  remoteness  in 
limitations,  608. 
COMMON  RECOVERIES,  invention  of,  37. 
benefit  of,  as  a  bar  to  estates-tail,  38. 

do  not  destroy  Executory  limitations  upon  estates  in  fee»  123. 

See,  Estates-tail. 
CONDITIONS,  limitation  or  reservation  of,  operation  of  Rule  against 
Perpetuities  upon,  599,  614. 
as  to  taking  and  using  name  and  arms,  616. 
CONDITIONAL  FEES,  origin,  nature,  and  operation  of,  28,  29- 
in  copyholds,  33, 34. 

in  unentailable  copyholds,  created  by  limitation  on  failure  of  issue 
which  would  raise  estate-tail  in  freeholds,  250. 
CONTINGENCIES  of  indefinite  occurrence,  remoteness  of,  478. 
witii  a  double  aspect,  501,  Addenda. 

See,  Rule  against  Perpetuities. 
CONTINGENT  REMAINDERS.  See  Remainders  :  Rule  against 

Perpetuities. 
COPYHOLDS,  testamentary  disposition  of,  17. 
estates-tail  in,  33,  34. 
equitable  entails  in,  35. 
estates-tail  in,  former  modes  of  barring,  41. 
mode  of  disentailing,  under  statute  3  &  4  Gul.  4,  c.  74-— 42. 
estates-tail  in,  attempted  restrictions  upon  right  of  barring,  47. 
surrenders  of,  whether  Springing  and  Shifting  Uses  can  be  limited 
in«64,  115. 
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operation  of  surrenders  upon  contingent  interests  in,  121. 
unentailable,  limitations  of,  upon  a  railure  of  issue,  260. 
CORPORATIONS,  possibility  of  reverter  upon  grants  to,  621. 

alienation  in  mortmain  to,  687* 
CROWN,  remainder  or  reversion  in,  eaq>ectant  on  est&te*tail,  indestme- 
tible,  710. 

when  estate-tail  granted  for  services,  neither  estate- 
tail,  remainders,  nor  reversion,  barrable,  711. 
See,  EeTATBS-TAiL. 
CT-PRES,  nature  of  doctrine  of,  426. 

general  operation  of  doctrine  of,  430—454. 
whether  applicable  to  limitations  by  way  of  trust  in  deeds,  440,  n. 
doctrine  similar  to,  known  to  ancient  Common  law,  454,  n. 
doctrine  of,  in  reference  to  appointments  under  powers,  406. 
See,  Rbmaindbrs  :  Rulb  against  Pbrpbtuitibs. 
• 
DEBTS,  trusts  for  payment  of,  limitations  after,  622. 

nature  and  operation  of  devises  in  fee  in  trust  for  satislsction  of, 
632—637. 

See,  Rulb  against  Pbrpbtuitibs. 
DYING  WITHOUT  ISSUE.    See,  Failcrb  of  Issub. 

EASEMENTS,  grant  and  reservation  of,  operation  of  Rule  against  Per* 
petuities  upon,  599,  619. 

provisions  for  cesser  of,  operation  of  Rule  against  Perpetuities 
upon,  620. 
ENFRANCHISEMENT,  unlimited  powers  of,  541. 

See,  Rulb  against  Pbrpbtuitieb. 
ENTAILS,  system  of,  in  Scotiand,  718. 

permits  creation  of  indestructible  perpetuities,  718. 
ENJOYMENT,  possessory,  postponement  of,  to  period  too  remote,  511, 
529. 

See  Rulb  against  Perpbtuitibs  :  Vbsting. 
ESTATES-TAllL,  creation  of,  by  statute  De  Bonis,  30. 
unbarrable,  evils  of,  30,  31. 
in  copvholds,  33,  34. 
equitable,  in  copyholds,  35. 
bar  of,  by  common  recoveries,  37. 
by  fines,  39. 

in  copyholds,  former  modes  of  barring,  40,  41. 
modes  of  barring,  under  statute  3  &  4  Gul.  4,  c.  74 — 42. 
restrictions  upon  right  of  barring,  void,  44,  48,  721. 
tenant  for  life  may  be  precluded  from  concurring  in  destruction  of, 

47. 
implication  of,  from  gift*^ver  on  failure  of  issue,  177* 
heirs  of  the  bodjr,  in  deeds,  180. 
in  favor  of  testator's  heir,  not  taking  by  express  gift,  firom 
limitation  on  failure  of  his  issue,  182. 
no  implication  of,  from  gift  on  failure  of  issue  restricted  to  death  of 

ancestor,  187. 
devises  of  reversions  expectant  on,  253. 

implication  of,  from  limitations  on  failure  of  heirs  of  the  body,  306. 
when  implied,  from  limitations  on  failure  of  heirs,  311, 313,  316. 
limitations  after  or  in  derogation  of,  exempt  from  operation  of  Rule 
against  Perpetuities,  663. 

one  exception  to  this  rule,  669. 
remainder  or  reversion  in  Crown  expectant  on,  indestructible,  710. 
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ESTATES.TAIL--«oii/tii««d. 

unbarrable,  with  remainders  and  reversion,  when  estate-tail  granted 

for  services,  while  reversion  in  Crown,  711- 
unbarrable,  created  by  statutes  settling  lands  on  Dnkes  of  Marl' 
borough  and  WeUington,  715. 

See,  PERPETUITY. 

EVENTS  that  may  happen  at  any  period  of  time,  remoteness  of,  478. 
alternative,  limitations  on,  601,  Addenda, 

See,  Rule  against  Perpetuities. 
EXCHANGE,  unlimited  powers  of,  641. 

See,  Rule  against  Psrpbtuitibs. 
EXECUTORY  BEQUESTS,  of  terms  for  years,  86. 

principle  of  operation  of|  87*  88. 
different  kinas  of,  91- 

whether  bequest  of  a  term  mjMturo  takes  effect  under 
doctrine  of,  93. 
of  chattels  personal,  94,  96. 
kinds  of,  98. 

^iMs^o  iifftt  ooiwiMiifii/iir,  106'. 
indestruptible,  136,  137. 
necessity  for  restrictions  upon  creation  of,  137. 
on  failure  of  issue,  317»  367. 

See,  Rule  against  Perpbtuitib9. 
EXECUTORY  DEVISES,  nature  of,  73. 
different  kinds  of,  73. 
chief  characteristic  of,  76. 
origin  of,  76. 

first  instances  of,  after  Statutes  of  Wills,  80. 
general  character  and  mode  of  operation  of,  82^ 
favored,  106. 
rules  as  to,  107 — 120. 
indestructible,  131. 

except  when  engrafted  on  estates-tail,  133. 
necessity  for  limits  to  creation  of,  134. 
on  failure  of  issue,  176. 

See,  Rule  against  Perpetuities. 
EXECUTORY  LIMITATIONS,  as  to  legal  establishment  of,  loi. 
comparative  view  of  various  kinds  of,  106. 
per  verba  depr€tsenti  wad  per  verba  defiUuro,  118. 
transmissibilitv  and  alienability  of  interests  created  by,  120,  136. 
as  to  destructiDility  of,  by  recovery,  feoffment,  and  fine,  123 — 134. 
on  failure  of  issue,  176,  263,  31 7>  367. 
on  failure  of  heirs,  309* 
whether  gifts  after  trusts  for  payment  of  debts  can  take  effect  as, 

622. 
after  or  in  derogation  of  estates-tail,  663. 

See,  Rule  against  Perpetuities* 
EXECUTORY  TRUSTS,  674. 

operation  of  Rule  against  Perpetuities  upon,  576—691  • 

FAILURE  OF  HEIRS  OF  THE  BODY,  limitations  on,  304. 
implication  of  estate-tail  from  gift^ver  on,  306. 
when  limitation  on,  implies  an  indefinite,  and  when,  a  restricted 

failure,  306. 
indefinite,  when  limitations  on,  good,  307. 

limitations  on,  occurring  subsequently  to  gifts  to  heirs  of  the  body# 
issue,  or  children,  307* 
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FAILURE  OP  HEIRS  OF  THE  BODY— coNRftmMd. 

limitations  on,  not  affected  by  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  26,  a.  29 — 308. 
limitations  on,  subject-matter  being  personalty.  384 — 394,  407* 
See  Failure  of  Ibsub  :  Ruls  against  Pbrpbtutiba. 
FAILURE  OF  ISSUE,  primary  signification  of,  174. 
limitations  of  realty  apon  a,  176,  185. 
implication  of  estate-tail  from  ^ft-over  on,  177* 

from  limitation  on,  m  favor  of  testator's  heir  not  taking 
by  express  gift,  182. 
restricted  to  deatn  of  ancestor^  limitations  on,  186. 
not  too  remote,  187. 
no  e8tate«tail  raised  by  force  of,  187. 
indefinite,  legal  construction  favorable  to,  in  case  of  realty,  191. 
indefinite  construction  of,  obtains,  although  expression  is,  "  without 
leaving  issue,"  in  case  of  realty,  192. 
and  also,  when  expression  is,  "  without  leaving  children," 
195. 
expressions  and  circumstances  raising  restricted  construction  of 

words  referring  to,*in  case  of  realty,  196 — 251. 
indefinite,  exceptions  from  the  rule  invalidating  limitations  depend- 
ing on,  253 — 277. 
limitations  of  realty  on,  issue  referred  to  being  entitled  under  exist- 
ing entail,  253 — 266. 
rules  as  to  inaccurate  references  to  issue  inheritable  to  entail, 
255—265. 
indefinite,  limitations  on,  out  of  estates  of  limited  endurance,  267. 
estates  depending  on  base-fee  determinable  upon,  arising  by  matter 

ex  po$i  facto,  267. 
limitations  of  realty  on,  occurring  subsequently  to  gifts  to  children 

or  other  issue,  277* 
when  referrible  to  issue  taking  under  a  preceding  gift,  in  limitations 

of  realty,  279—290. 
limitations  of  realty  on,  how  affected  by  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  29 — 291 — 302. 
limitations  of  realty  on,  and  on  failure  of  heirs  of  the  body,  differ- 
ence between,  304. 
limitations  of  personalty  on>  generally  too  remote,  318. 

and  not  supported   by  implication  of  any  estate  in 

ancestor  or  first  taker,  318. 
and  whether,  in  case  of  realty,  estate-tail  would  arise 

by  implication,  or  by  express  gift,  320. 
effect  of,  where  ancestor  has  life-interest,  321,  323. 
restricted,  limitations  of  personalty  on,  good>  323. 
when  indefinite  and  when  restricted,  in  regard  to  limitations  of  per- 
sonalty, 325 — 366. 
inclination  of  law  to  restricted  construction  of,  in  case  of  personalty, 

325. 
whether  restricted,  in  case  of  personalty,  by  force  of  "  leaving,"  326. 
indefinite,  limitations  of  personalty  on,  when  valid,  367 — 372. 
limitations  of  personalty  on,  occurring  subsequently  to  gifts  to  chil- 
dren or  other  issue,  373. 
when  referrible  to  issue  taking  under  preceding  gift, 

373—395. 
how  affected  by  statute,  1  Vict  c.  26,  s.  29 — 396 — 
407. 
when  expressed  by  **  failure  of  heirs,"  311 — 316, 405. 
See,  Failurb  of  Hbirb  op  thb  Body  :  Isscb  :  "  Leaving"  : 

Rule  against  Pbrpbtuitibs. 
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FEODAL  SYSTEM,  influence  of,  upon  English  laws  of  i«a]  propertj, 
7,11. 

origin  and  progress  of,  8. 

characteristics  and  tendencies  of,  as  respects  rights  in  property, 
8,28. 

time  of  introduction  of,  into  England,  9. 

gradual  deterioration  of,  10. 

progress  of  right  of  alienation  under,  12. 

subinfeodation  under,  12. 

introduced  doctrine  of  tenure,  18. 

rules  of  inheritance  and  succession  under,  18. 

mode  of  succession  under,  21. 

influence  of,  upon  laws  of  alienation  in  Scotland,  7)7« 

See,  Civil  Law. 
FINES,  origin  of,  39. 

operation  of,  as  a  bar  to  estates-tail,  39. 

do  not  affect  executory  limitations,  125. 

GESTATION,  period  of,  147, 160,  Addenda. 

HEIRS,  limitations  on  failure  of,  309. 
generally  too  remote,  309. 
when  good,  311,  315. 
force  of  "  leaving/*  in,  310. 
when  estate-tail  raised  under,  311,  313,  31 6. 
when  subject-matter  is  personalty,  405. 
See  RuLB  against  Fsrpstuitibs. 
HEIR-AT-LAW,  implication  of  estate-tail  in  favor  of,  from  limitation 
o.n  failure  of  his  issue,  182. 
implication  of  estate-tail  in  favor  of,  from  limitation  on  failure  of  his 
heirs,  to  a  collateral  heir  of  heir,  31  fi. 
See,  Estates-tail:  Failure  or  Hbirb  or  tbb  Body  :  Failurb  or 

ISSUB. 

HEIR-LOOMS,  limitations  of  personal  chattels  to  descend  as,  643« 

See,  RuLB  against  Pbrpbtuitibb. 
"  HEIRS  OF  THE  BODY,"  when  words  of  purchase,  and  when,  of 
limitation,  in  gifts  of  personalty,  384—394. 

See,  Failure  or  Hbirb  or  the  Boot. 

IMPLICATION  of  estates,  operation  of  Rule  against  Perpetuities  upon* 

670. 
INCOME,  trusts  for  accumulation  of,  592,  639. 

See  Leases  :  Rule  against  Pbrpbtuitibb. 
INDEFINITE  CONTINGENCIES,  limitations  on,  478. 

application  of  Rule  against  Perpetuities  to,  478^-481. 
INHERITANCE  AND  SUCCESSION,  rules  as  to,  which  are  trace- 
able to  feodal  principles,  24. 

See,  Civil  Law  :  Feodal  System. 
INTERESSE  TERMINI,  grant  and  limitation  of  the,  operatbn  of  Rule 
against  Perpetuities  upon,  599»  614. 
provisions  for  cesser  of,  operation  of  Rule  against  Perpetuities  upon, 
620. 
'*  ISSUE,''  when  a  word  of  purchase,  and  when,  of  limitation,  in  gifts 
of  personalty,  384 — 394. 

See,  Failure  or  Issue  :  ''Leaving.'' 
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LEASES,  trusts  of  accunralation  for  renewal  of,  limitations  after,  $39.   . 

8e9  RULB  AOAXNtT  PlRPBTVITISS. 

LEASING^  unlimited  powers  of,  541. 

See  RuLB  against  Pbrpbtuitibs. 
'*  LEAVING/'  effect  of,  in  gifts  on  failure  of  issue,  192,  326, 403. 
See  Failurb  of  Hbirs  of  thb  Body  :  Failurb  of  Issub. 
LIFE-ESTATES,  limitations  out  of,   as  to  operation  of  Rule  against 

Perpetuities  upon,  673. 
LIMITATIONS  after  a  failure  of  issue*  174. 

their  connexion  with  the  Rule  against  Perpetuties,  174. 
of  realty  upon  a  fulure  of  issue,  176, 

as  to  implication  of  estates-tail  from,  177- 

&ilure  being  restricted  to  death  of  ancestor,  186. 

when  an  indefinite,  and  when,  a  restricted  failure,  196-^ 

261. 
issue  being  entitled  under  ensting  estate^tail,  253 — ^266. 
occurring  subsequently  to  gilts  to  children  or  oUier  issue, 

277. 
construction  of,  how  affected  by  staL  l  Vict  c.  26,  s.  29 — 

291. 
on  failure  of  issue,  out  of  estates  of  limited  endurance^  267. 
of  realty  on  failure  of  heirs  of  the  body,  304. 

and  limitations  on  fiulure  of  issae^   difference 
between,  305. 
on  failure  of  heirs,  309. 

when  good,  311. 
of  personalty,  on  failure  of  issue,  317. 
generally  too  remote,  318. 
oi>eration  of,  and  rules  m  to,  320 — 322, 
failure  being  restricted  to  death  of  ancestor,  323. 

no  enlu^gement  of  ancestor's  interest,  in  case  of, 
324. 
when  failure  indefinite,  and  when,  restricted^  325 — 

366. 
when  word  "  leaving"  occurs*  326. 
indefinite,  when  valid*  367. 
with  a  double  aspect,  367. 
occurring  subsequently  to  gifts  to  children  or  other 

issue,  373. 
how  affected  by  stat.  1  Vict.  c.  26*  s.  29—396—407. 
of  remainders,  may  be  too  remote,  408—417- 

operation  of  Rule  against  Perpetuities  upon,  417—425,  Addenda* 
remoteness  in*  how  affected  by  doctrine  of  fjf'prA,  426—^54. 
to  classes  or  associations  of  persons*  application  of  Ride  against 

Perpetuities  to,  455. 
to  persons  answering  a  certain  description  or  possessing  a  specified 

qualification,  application  of  Rule  against  Perpetuities  to,  464. 
upon  events  of  indefinite  occurrence*  application  of  Rule  against 

Perpetuities  to,  478. 
in  pursuance  of  particular  powers  of  appointment*  application  of 

Rule  against  Perpetuities  to*  484 — 500^ 
stAjcct  to  remote  limitation,  yjoid,  421*  496. 

on  aitemative  contingencies,  or  confingencies  with  a  double  aspect, 
501. 

application  of  Rule  against   Perpetuities  to,  503 — 510* 
Addeitda, 
vested*  with  deferred  enjoyment,  5U. 

d 
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LIMITATIONS— eonHmted. 

operation  of  Rule  againct  Perpetoitiea  as  to,  512 — ^530. 
when  vesting  of,  postponed,  and  when,  enjoyment  only,  513 — 529- 
to  peraont  in  esse,  to  vest  at  age  greater  than  majority,  458, 528,  n. 
to  take  effect  in  poeseseion  at  age  greater  than  majority,  528,  n. 
Teated,  subject  to  subsequent  diresting  gifts,  531. 

operation  of  Rule  against  Perpetuities  upon,  532. 
absolute  in  the  first  instance,  with  subsequent  qualilying  and  re- 
stricting gifts  engrafted  upon  them,  534. 

operation  of  Rule  against  Perpetuities  upon,  535. 
of  and  under  powers  of  sale,  exchange,  partition,  leasnig.  Sec,  541. 
imptication  of,  operation  of  Rule  aninst  Perpetuities  upon,  570. 
of  executory  trusts,  operation  of  Rule  against  Peipetuities  upon, 

576. 

of  Common  law  interests,  operation  of  Rule  against  Perpetuities 
upon,  598. 

after  trusts  for  payment  of  debts,  operation  of  Rule  against  Peipe- 
tuities upon,  622. 

after  trusts  of  accumulation  for  renewal  of  unexpired  leases,  opera- 
tion of  Rule  against  Perpetuities  upon,  639. 

of  personal  chattels,  to  dcseend  as  beb^looms,  operation  of  Rule 
against  Perpetuities  upon,  643. 

no  objection  to^  on  account  of  remoteness  in  cesser,  173, 652. 

consequences  of  remoteness  in,  657« 

after  or  in  derogation  of  estates-tail,  generally  free  from  o1]jectio&  of 
remoteness,  663. 

one  exception  to  this  rule,  669- 

out  of  life  and  other  partial  estates,  as  to  exemption  of,  from  Rule 
against  Perpetuities,  673. 
See  Rbmotbnbss  :  Rulb  against  PBBPBTurriBs. 

MAXIMS  OR  RULES. 

De  inMsMf  non  emtU  lee,  4,  U, 
JEqidtoB  tequUtar  legem,  35,  138, 169. 
Netno  ett  kirei  vicetUis,  143. 
Id  eerfMn  e$i,  qmod  cerimm  reddipoteet,  173, 494. 
Quod  faeU  per  aUum/aeit  per  ee,  482. 
Quod  neceeeario  eMnielHffiiur  mm  deegt,  675. 
MORTMAIN,  alienation  in,  687. 

tendency  of,  to  Create  a  perpetuity,  688. 
exemptions  from  laws  discouraging,  708. 

See  Corporations. 

PARTITION,  milimited  powers  of,  541. 

See  Rulb  against  PBRPrrfyiti bs. 
PERPETUITY,  definition  of,  163. 

frequent  motive  to  creation  of,  164. 
created  by  alienation  in  mortmain,  688. 

to  charitable  uses,  689. 
setUements  of  advowsons  in,  694. 
created  under  stat  34  &  35  Hen.  8,  e.  20— 712. 
created  by  statutes  settHng  lands  on  Dukes  of  MMbonmfh  and 

WeOmgtfm,  715. 
prevalent  under  Scotch  system  of  entays,  718. 
See    Rbmotbnbss:    Rulb   aoaiiibt   pBRPtrtriTt bb  :   Scintilla 

JURIS. 

POSSIBILITY  upon  a  possibility,  doctrine  of,  419, 420, 491, 601. 
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POSSIBILITY— «m/iiti««/. 

connexion  of,  inith  laws  against  remoteneM,  603. 
of  reverter  upon  grants  to  corporations,  621. 

See  Common  law. 
POWERS  originated  in  Statute  of  Uses,  60. 

how  far  valid  in  copyhold  surrenders,  67,  Addenda, 
of  appointment*  482. 

general,  in  relation  to  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  483»  487* 
particular,  in  relation  to  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  484. 

operation  of  Rule  against  rerpeiuities  upon,  485 — 500. 
doctrine  of  g^^pree  in  reference  to  appointments  under,  496. 
restricted  to  valid  objects,  493. 
of  sale,  exchange,  partition,  leasing^  ^c,  application  of  Rule  against 

Perpetuities  to,  641—565,  672. 
of  determining  tenasi  666. 

in  marriage-settlements,  &c.,  in  reference  to  terms,  567* 
See  Maxims:  Rulb  aoaimbt  Psbfktvitibb. 
PROPERTY,  right  of,  1. 

REAL  PROPERTY,  EneUsh  system  of,  7. 

influence  of  feodal  principles  upon,  7* 
of  feodal  origin,  24. 
Scotch  system  oi^  inferior  to  that  of  England,  718, 722. 

See  Tbmubb. 
'KBMAINDER6,  eentingenti  limitatioBs  of,  by  way  of  use,  whether 
they  must  conform  to  rules  of  Common  law,  56,  109. 
cannot  be  limited  of  terms  for  years,  88« 

excepting  one  mode*  90. 
when  contingent  limitations  by  way  of  use  take  effect  as,  107. 
may  be  too  remote,  40a— 417. 
limitations  of,  how  affected  by  Rule  against  Perpetuities,  417—425, 

Addenda, 
nature  of  the  rule  as  to  vesting  of,  410. 
eqnitable,  remoteness  in,  425. 

remoteness  in,  how  avoided  by  doctrine  of  fjf-pr^,  42^ — 464. 
limited  in  appointments  under  powers,  in  reference  to  Rule  against 
Perpetuities,  496. 

See  Rulb  aoainbt  Pbhpbtuitibs. 
REMOTENESS,  of  indestructible  future  estates,  evils  of,  128, 134, 138 
feasibility  of  remedy  for,  129. 
vagueness  of  early  notions  as  to,  130, 140, 149. 
of  limitations  of  realty  upon  a  failure  of  issue,  176. 
no  objection  of,  to  limitations  on  failure  of  issue  restricted  to  death 
of  ancestor,  187. 

or  to  lives  in  being  and  twenty-one  years,  188. 
and  without  reference  to  character  of  prior  gift,  IS9* 
of  limitations  on  failure  of  heirs,  309,315. 
of  limitations  of  personalty  on  failure  of  issue^  318. 
in  limitations  of  remainders,  408-^-417,  Addenda, 
in  equitable  remainders,  425. 

in  remainders,  how  avoided  by  doctrine  of  fy-jfrde,  426 — 454. 
iii  limitations  to  classes  or  associations  of  persons,  455,  Addenda, 
in  limitations  to  persons  answering  a  certain  description,  or  pos- 
sessing a  specified  qualification,  464,  Addenda, 
in  limitations. upon,  eyenta  of  indefinite  occurrence,  478. 
of  eventa  which  may  happeiiat  any  period  of  time,  478. 
in  partionlar  powers,  and  limitations  in  parsuance  of  ihem,  484. 
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REMOTENESS— eoMlMiiedL 

in  a  limitatioay  invalidates  subsequent  limitalioDS,  421, 496. 

in  limitations  on  alternative  contingencies  or  wiUi  a  double  aspect, 

601,  Addenda. 
in  limitations,  wbose  possessory  enjoyment  is  postponed  beyond  the 

period  of  vesting,  511. 
in  divesting  gifts  engrafted  on  limitations  presently  vested,  532. 
in  qualifying  i|i^d  restricting  gifts  engrafted  on  limitations  absolute 

in  the  first  instance,  534. 
in  powers  of  sale,  exchange,  partition,  leanng,  &e.,  541. 
in  exercises  of  powers  of  ssle,  &c.,  541. 
in  estates  arising  by  implication,  570. 
in  executory  trusts,  676. 

laws  against,  same  at  law  and  in  equity,  169,  674. 
in  trusts  or  provisions  for  accumulatioii,  592. 
in  grants  and  reservations  of  rents,  conditions,  uUer€$ae  Urmud^ 

easements,  and  other  Common  law  interests,  599. 
no  direct  provisions  against,  at  Common  law,  608. 
in  limitations  after  trusts  of  accumulation  for  renewal  of  unexjnred 

leases,  639. 
in  limitations  of  personal  chattels  to  descend  sis  heir-looms,  643. 
in  cesser  of  limitations  does  not  invalidate  them,  173, 652. 
in  limitations,  consequences  of,  657« 
limitations  exempt  from  operation  of  laws  against,  663. 
as  to  applicability  of  laws  against,  to  settlements  of  advowBons,694, 

702, 705. 
exceptions  from  laws  against,  allowed  4>r  created  by  act  of  P^lia- 
ment,  710. 

See  Limitations  :  Rulb  aoainbt  PiBPcruiTins. 
RENTS,  grant  and  reservation  of,  c^ration  of  Rule  against  Perpe- 
tuities upon,  699, 611. 
provisions  for  cesser  of,  operation  of  Rule  against  Perpetnities  upon, 

620. 
limitations  of,  in  strict  settlement,  611. 
grants  of,  to  secure  performance  of  covenants,  612. 
See  RcTLB  aqaimst  Pb&bbtuitiks. 
REVERSION  expectant  on  estate-tail,  devise  of,  863. 

rules  aa  to  inaccurate  reference  to  contingency  on  which 

it  depends,  255—265. 
limitations  of,  in  deeds,  266. 
•in  Crown/ indestructible,  710. 
5«e£8TATS8-TAU«;  Crown:  Pb&pbtuitt. 
RIGHTS  OF  ENTRY,  grant  and  reservation  of,  operation  of  Rule 

against  Perpetuities  upon,  599, 618. 
RULE  AGAINST  PERPETUITIES,  origin  and  design  of,  4, 128. 
efficiency  of,  for  end  designed,  5. 
summary  of  reasons  of,  6. 

history  and  progressive  establishment  of,  140-^161. 
permits  the  selection  of  arbitrary  lives,  161, 167. 

and  an  absolute  term  of  twenty-one  years,  160, 167* 
general  analogy  of,  165, 168, 
how  far  sustainable,  166. 
equally  applicable  to  realty  and  personalty,  169. 
and  bindmg  alike  at  law  and  in  equity,  169, 574. 
other  rules  accessory  to,  170 — 173. 

operation  of,  as  respects  limitations  after  a  failure  of  issue,  174. 
limitations  of  remainders,  417,  Addenda, 
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RULE  AGAINST  PERPETUITIES— €oiiIhmm(. 

eqtiitabla,  426. 

with  refarcDce  to  doctrine  of  flf-pr^f  426. 
limitations  to  classes  or  associations  of  persons,   455, 

limitations  to  persons  answering  a  certain  description  or 

{wssessing  a  specified  oualificationy  464.  Addenda. 
limitations  upon  events  of  indefinite  occurrence,  478. 
powers  of  appointment,  and  limitations  in  panuance  of 

tbexn,  482. 
limitations  on  alternative  contingenciee,  or  contingencies 

with  a  doable  aepect,  601,  Addmida. 
limitations   whose    possessory   enjoyment   is  postponed 

beyond  the  period  of  Testing,  61 1. 
vested  limitations,  made  subject  to  subsequent  divesting 

gifts,  632. 
limitations  absolute  in  the  first  instance,  widi  subsequent 

qualif^ng  and  restricting  gifts  engrafted  upon  them,  534. 
the  limitation  and  exercise  of  powers  of  sale,  exchange, 

partition,  leasing,  &c.,  541, 672. 
the  implication  of  estates^  570. 
executory  trusts,  576. 

trusts  or  provisions  for  accumulation  of  income,  592. 
the  grant  and  reservation  of  rents,  eonditbtms,  rights  of 

entr^ ,  nUtres^e  termini,  eaaements,  aad  other  Common 

law  uterests,  598. 
limitations  after  trusts  for  payment  ol  debts«  622. 
limitations  after  trusts  of  accumulation  for  renesrol  of  un« 

expired  leases,  639. 
limitations  of  personal  chattels  to  descend  as  heir-looms,  643 . 
remoteness  in  limitations  under,  consequences  of,  667< 
limitations  exempt  from  the  opmtion  of,  663. 

See  Alienation  *  Limitation8:   Fbepbtuitt. 

SALE,  unlimited  powers  of,  541. 

See  RuLK  AOAiNST  Pbrpstuitibs. 
SCINTILLA  JURIS,  61,  62. 

argument  in  suj>port  of,  as  preventing  tendency  to  a  perpetuity  in 
executory  limitations,  112,  n. 
SCOTLAND,  law  of,  in  relation  to  Perpetuities,  717. 

inferiority  of  real  property  system  of,  to  that  prevalent  in  England, 
722. 
SETTLEMENT,  early  modes  of,  27. 

by  way  of  estates-tail  and  remaindered  introduced  by  statute  De 

dome,  32. 
of  copyholds,  by  conditional  feea  and  entails,  33. 
See  Advowsonb  t  EstatsS'Tail. 
SPRINGING  AND  SHIPPING  USES.    See  Uaas. 
STATUTES. 

9  Hen.  3,  c.  32  (Subinfeodation),  13. 

13  Edw.  I,  c.  1  (De  donis  conditumaUbus),  29* 

18  Edw.  1,  St.  1,  c.  1  iQuia  emptorea  ttrrarmk),  13. 

17  Edw.  2,  c.  6  {De  prervgaiiva  regis),  14* 

6  Hen.  7,  c.  24  (Fines),  39,  711. 

27  Hen.  8,  c.  10  (Uses),  53. 

32  Hen.  8,  c.  1  (Wills),  16. 

32  Hen.  8«  c.  36  (Fines),  39, 71 1« 
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STATUTES— «m#fiiii«t 

34  Hen  8,  c.  6  (Wills),  16.  - 

34  &  35  Hen.  8,  c.  20  (Estates^Csill  |^nuite4  hr  lerfket)^  7U« 

43  Bliz.  e.  4  (Chaiitabk  «ae8)4  696. 

9  G«o  2»  c.  36  (Cbaiitable  um8)»  69Q. 

39  &  40  Geo.  3,  c.  98  (Accumulation),  592. 

3  &  4  Gul.  4,  c.  74  (Abolition  of  fines  and  recoveries),  42»  127,-714. 

3  &  4  Gnl.  4,  c.  104  (Payment  of  debts),  637. 

3  &  4  GoL  4,  c.  106  (Inheritance),  314. 

7  Gul.  4  and  1  Vict  c.  26  (Wills)^  175>  291,  296,  396,407, 

.     Ste  AcOUMUl4^TiON  e  AlIINATION  :  BSTATBS-TAJL  : 

Gharitabi«»  Ubcs. 

*  . 

TENANT-RIGHT  of  renewal,  difficulty  presented  bj,  with  respect  to 
exemption  of  leases  for  lives  from  laws  against  remotanees*  681. 

See  Lip»^£«TATi8« 
TENURE,  of  foodal  origin,  18. 

opinions  as  to  retentmn  of  principle  of,  lo  English  real  property 
system,  26. 

See  BSAIr:  PHOCBHTY.      . 

TERMS  FOR  YEARS,  ancient  rules  as  to  disposition  of,  84. 
,   JBKeemory  be<|«este  A  84^*  87- 
remainders  cannot  be  limited  of,  88. 
as  to  ereatkHi  of  legal  fiHttrs  kiteresis  in,  by  deed#  89f 
whether  beqwst  in  futwr9  o^'taloea  effect  under  doc^iine  of  Ezecn- 

tory  beauestSi  92.. 
necessity  tor  restricting  Executory  bequests  of,  137. 
£^ec«lory  Umitatlons  of»  on  ftilore^  issue,  3l7«  367« 
limitations  of,  by  wordb  iwhicb  would  create  eatate^tail  in  realty, 

322. 
limitations  of,  with  a  double  aspect,  367. 
limitations  of,  on  fulure  of  issue,  occurring  subsequently  to  gifts  to 

children  or  other  issue,  373. 
limitations  of,  on  failure  of  issue,  how  affected  by  statute,  1  Vict. 

c.  26,  s.  29—396—407. 
limitations  of,  on  failure  of  heirs,  405. 
powers  of  determination  of,  565. 

Sowers  in  marriage-settiements,  &c.,  operating  to  determine,  567. 
mE^XCUTOBY   BKQUB8TS:   RbM 0TBNB88  :   RULB  AGAINST 

Pbbpbtuitibs. 
TRUSTS,  origin  of,  63. 

future,  analogous  to  legal  executory  limitations,  102. 

indestructible,  137. 
evils  of  remotenees  in,  139. 
executory,  574. 

operation  of  Rule  against  Perpetuities  upon,  576 — 691* 
for  accumidation  of  income,  592. 
for  payment  of  debts,  limitations  after,  622. 
of  accumulation,  for  renewal  of  leases,  limitations  after,  639. 

See  EXBCUTOBT  TBUSTS  :     RuLB   against  PBBPBTUrriBB. 

UNASCERTAINED  PERSONS,  UmiUtions  to,  424,  464,  Addtmda. 

operation  of  Role  against  Perpetuities  upon,  464 — 

477. 

See  Remotbnbsb. 

USES,  effect  of  hnvention  of,  upon  powisr  of  testailieiftary' alienation,  1 5. 

Sutute  of,  effect  of^  vpoti  testamentaty  alienation,  16. 
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prior  to  statate  27  Hen.  8—49. 

coDverskm  of»  into  legal  estates,  53. 

conveyances  to,  how  affected  by  statute  37  Hen.  8 — 54. 

Statute  of,  how  construed  in  reference  to  limitations  of  uses  void  at 

Common  law,-  54. 
Springing,  57. 
Shifting,  58,  59. 
creating  powers,  60. 
Statute  of,  general  operation  of,  62. 
Springing  and  SbilUng,  whether  they  can  be  limited  hi  copyhold 

surrenders,  64,  115,  Addends, 
Statute  o£^  relation  of,  to  introduction  of  Executory  devises,  78. 
operation  of  Statute  of,  upon  Uses  in  wills,  78, 105. 
as  to  contingent  limitations  of,  after  terms,  56. 
Springing  and  Shifting,  rules  as  to,  107 — 120. 
indestructibility  of,  123. 

except  when  limited  after  estat6s4ail,  124,  663. 
necessity  for  limits  to  creation  of,  128. 

5^  Rule  against  PsBPSTUiTim:  Scintilla  juris. 

TESTING  of  limitations,  importance  of,  in  ooanexion  with  Role  against 
Perpetuities,  511. 
when  postponed,  and  when  enjoyment  only,  513«--529. 
within  proper  u«riod,  but  subject  to  remote  divesting  gifts,  532. 
See  Enjoymbnt  :  Rkmotsmbss. 

WORDS  of  purchase  and  words  of  limitation,  distinction  between,  383% 
See '* HBtM OF tbb  Body:'*  "Isbcb:''  Limitations. 


LOMOON; 
VaiMTXD    tr    EAYNBa    AND     BOOOXS, 

lQ9t  Fetter  Laiie»  Fleet  Stieet. 


